It is curious to note the old sea-margins of human thought. Each subsiding century 
reveals some new mystery; we build where monsters used to hide themselves. 
-- HENRY LONGFELLOW 


The century now drawing to a dose has witnessed man's greatest achievements in science, 
engineering, and technological progress. Our monumental advances in medicine, agriculture, 
communications, transportation, space exploration, and virtually every field of learning have far 
eclipsed the most ambitious hopes of those who lived only a generation ago. So sweeping and 
breathtakingly rapid have these advances come that peoples everywhere have been seduced by 
the "gospel of progress," the beguiling doctrine of salvation through the all-powerful cognitive 
powers of man. "Science" and "reason," this secular faith contends, will ultimately triumph over 
religious "superstition" and then usher in a new age of enlightenment, peace, prosperity, and 
continuous progress. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER = Global Tyranny 


The one common denominator of all the races of men on earth is the continuing 
responsibility of each person to his Creator. Permanent improvement in human civilization can 
be brought about only by sharpening that sense of personal responsibility in all men everywhere. 
The greatest political agency for the propagation and protection of this saving principle of truth 
is the self-conscious strength of the independent, constitutionally governed United States of 
America. This nation was rounded upon the self-evident truth that men are created with a 
God-imbued duty to govern themselves. Propelled by this principle, our politically organized 
society has moved forward faster in freedom than any nation in the history of the world. 

-- CLARENCE MANION The Conservative American 


From the Luddites of the early days of the Industrial Revolution to the environmental 
extremists of today, opposition to the introduction of anything new has been a way to protect the 
status quo. Sometimes the opposition came from those whose livelihood was apt to be affected -- 
as with the original Saboteurs, whose name derived from the tactic of throwing their wooden 
shoes -- sabots -- into the machines that were replacing them. Sometimes the opposition was 
rooted in ignorance and fear of the unknown, fear of what might happen. This probably explains 
the widespread belief early in this century in rural America that it was dangerous to use a 
telephone during a thunderstorm -- because it could act as a conductor of lightning and "knock 
out the caller." 

But if fear had won out, we wouldn't have had the Industrial Age or the world of high 
technology that we know today. We wouldn't have had the uneventful replacement of coal by oil, 
of thermal burners and furnaces by electrical processing, of vacuum tubes by transistors, of 
typewriters by word processors, of repetitive work by robotics, of manual design by computers, 
and so on. With today's more vocal opponents of technology, the motivation may be obscure, but 
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the tactic is to frighten people of possible future consequences, however unlikely they may be. 
-- DIXY LEE RAY Trashing the Planet 


The real key to America's greatness is freedom for the individual. Freedom to work, to 
produce, to succeed, and especially to keep the fruits of one's labors. Here, a person is even 
possessed of the freedom to fail and the freedom to start over again. As much as the source of 
America's greatness has always been freedom to do this or that, it is also true that the wonder of 
America is the freedom from government power. 

Yet, unrestrained personal freedom can produce its own form of tyranny. It is when 
people who are free of government control choose to limit their own actions with moral codes -- 
like the Ten Commandments -- that true greatness results. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


America is great because America is good, and if America ever ceases to be good, 
America will cease to be great. 
-- ALEXIS DE TOCQUEVILLE 


FRONT PAGE 
Hyping Hillary 


William Norman Grigg 
A look behind the first lady's media-made image 


There she stands -- clothed in pristine white, bathed in beatific soft focus, her face 
radiating a smile of saintly serenity. Are we contemplating a religious icon? After a fashion, yes: 
This is Hillary Rodham Clinton as she appeared on the cover of the May 23rd New York Times 
Magazine. The cover's caption invites the reader to partake of a homily honoring "Hillary 
Rodham Clinton and the Politics of Virtue." 

The New York Times Magazine profile was part of a remarkable campaign by the media 
to canonize the first lady as the saintly exemplar of compassionate womanhood. The 
Washington Post published an oleaginous tribute to Hillary, praising her "spirituality" and 
describing her as a pop icon rivaling Madonna. In recent weeks Time, Newsweek, and U.S. News 
and World Report have all offered cover stories praising Hillary as the model of an 
"empowered" woman. The electronic media have been similarly enchanted with Hillary: 
According to the Center for Media and Public Affairs, while President Clinton received 42 
percent positive coverage from the networks between January 20th and April Ist, the first lady's 
coverage for the same period was 78 percent. 

The praise-Hillary chorus has been taken up by cultural publications as well. Both People 
and Family Circle have offered soft-focus profiles of Mrs. Clinton, depicting her as the soul of 
domesticity, doing her own shopping and cooking scrambled eggs for an ailing Chelsea. Family 
Circle insists, "In many ways, you couldn't ask for a more 'traditional' First Lady." 

Lisa Caputo, Hillary Clinton's press secretary, explains, "What I would like in an ideal 
world is for people to get to know Hillary. She is someone who is doing what most American 
women across the country are doing -- balancing having a career with being a wife and mother." 
Of course, in Mrs. Clinton's case, the "career" in question involves the unsupervised, 
unaccountable overhaul of America's health care system, which effort may produce the most 
drastic social revolution since Social Security. The Cult of Hillary is being propagated in an 
effort to help prepare the public for wrenching social reform, including horrific tax increases. 
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This is why the public has to realize that Mrs. Clinton's domesticity is as unauthentic as the 
high-gloss makeover that transformed her from a frumpy feminist into something loosely 
approximating a cover girl. 

Ambition and Power 

Michael Kelly, the author of the New York Times Magazine profile, observes that the 
first lady has long "harbored an ambition so large that it can scarcely be grasped. She would like 
to make things right." Furthermore, "she is serious and she has power." Kelly believes that it is 
Mts. Clinton's intention to extend her influence "beyond the normal boundaries of politics into 
the territory of religion. [She] is concerned not just with how government should behave but with 
how people should." 

Kelly's story bears the title "Saint Hillary"; the title page of the article sits across from a 
depiction of the first lady as Joan of Arc. The story mixes religious idioms in defining Mrs. 
Clinton's ambitions: "What Mrs. Clinton seems in all apparent sincerity to have in mind is 
leading the way to something on the order of a reformation: the remaking of the American way 
of politics, government, indeed life. A lot of people, contemplating such a task, might fall prey to 
self doubts. Mrs. Clinton does not blink." 

Kelly's profile of Mrs. Clinton was inspired by an April 6th commencement address the 
first lady delivered at the University of Texas-Austin. Hillary has been picking through the 
intellectual dumpsters of New Age mystics and statist theologians, and the Austin speech 
represents her latest attempt to define "the meaning of it all." She lamented that Americans "lack 
meaning in our individual lives and meaning collectively, we lack a sense that our lives are part 
of some greater effort, that we are connected to one another." She contended that political 
freedom is not enough -- somehow America must be healed of its "sleeping sickness of the soul." 

According to the first lady, 

The problem requires all of us to play a role in redefining what our lives are and what 

they should be .... What we must do is break through the old thinking that has too 

long captured us politically and institutionally .... We need a new politics of 

meaning. We need a new definition of civil society which answers the 

unanswerable questions [of] how we can have a society that fills us up again and 

makes us feel that we are part of something bigger than ourselves. 

The speech offered ample evidence of Hillary Clinton's conviction that "connection" and 
a "sense of meaning" can be given to Americans only through the intervention of the state. Mrs. 
Clinton assailed the market economy as a cold, cynical institution that "knows the price of 
everything but the value of nothing." She was much kinder to the redistributionist state, which, in 
her estimation, "attempts to use its means of acquiring tax money ... to assist us in becoming a 
better, more equitable society." 

Mrs. Clinton lightly touched upon her health-care reform efforts in the context of "the 
reconstruction of civil society." She also intimated that health care may soon become utterly 
divorced from traditional ethics: "Our ancestors did not have to think about many of the issues 
we are now confronted with. When does life start; when does life end? Who makes these 
decisions?" Nor can we consult the insights of our ancestors for help in making life-and-death 
moral decisions: "These are not issues that we have guidebooks about." Perhaps Hillary forgot 
about the Bible, the Constitution, or what has been called "the sediment of history that is law." 

Nor will we have any choice but to join with Saint Hillary in "remolding a society we are 
proud to be a part of." Thus sayeth Hillary: "Every one of our institutions is under the same kind 
of mandate. Change will come whether we want it or not, and what we will have to do is try to 
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make change our friend, not our enemy." The language of inevitability has been employed by the 
President himself: For instance, during the "Forest Summit" Mr. Clinton told Northwestern 
loggers that he "empathized" with them but could not "alter the laws of change." But Hillary's 
remarks are even more remarkable because of their unmistakably totalitarian cadence: She 
believes herself to be attuned to the invisible laws of "change" and that her domain extends to 
"every one of our institutions." 

Link With the Past 

Those who examine the April 6th speech cannot help but be struck by its obvious kinship 
with the "counter-commencement address" Hillary Clinton gave at Wellesley College in 1969, 
when she was selected by her "idealistic" peers to offer the first student commencement address 
in the school's history. In the earlier speech, the young Hillary Rodham condemned "acquisitive 
and competitive corporate life," contrasted "authentic reality" with "inauthentic reality" 
(whatever that might be), and described her generation as "exploring a world that none of us 
understands and attempting to create within that uncertainty." The young Hillary sought to create 
not just new human institutions, but new human beings: "We're not interested in social 
reconstruction; it's human reconstruction." 

Although Mrs. Clinton has had nearly a quarter of a century to refine the ideas she 
expressed in the Wellesley speech, her Austin address is the unmistakable product of an 
adolescent mind; it glistens with self-congratulation and finally loses all coherence as ideological 
exuberance overcomes sentence structure. Yet it is a useful glimpse of the candid thoughts of a 
politician who was suckled on socialist ideology. 

On May Ist Mrs. Clinton offered yet another commencement address at the University of 
Michigan-Ann Arbor, during which she fondly recalled her 1969 speech and presented it as a 
model for the aspirations of contemporary students: "Going back and reading it [the Wellesley 
speech] now, I see the idealism, I see the excitement .... 1am glad I felt like that at 21. I've 
always tried to keep those feelings with me. I want to be idealistic, I want to care about the 
world, I want to be connected to other people. I hope you do as well." 

But the Ann Arbor speech offered more than just Hillary's habitual self-congratulation. 
Mrs. Clinton told graduates, "Throughout the 1980s, we heard too much about individual gain, 
about the ethos of selfishness and greed. We did not hear enough about what it meant to be a 
member of the community." This assessment represents a new standard of self-preoccupation for 
Mts. Clinton. The American community ethic, which is under constant assault by the welfare 
state, remained surprisingly healthy in the 1980s. While Americans were tending to the business 
of raising families and offering generously to private charities, Hillary was pulling down 
lucrative fees as an attorney and corporate official. Until 1992, Hillary served on three corporate 
boards -- the French chemical firm La Farge, the TCBY yogurt company, and Wal-Mart. 

Although she now praises the tax code as an instrument of social equity, Hillary has made 
full use of available means to minimize her "contribution." A tax accountant familiar with her 
returns told investigative journalist Daniel Wattenberg that "she's always made out like a bandit." 
She has also enjoyed the rewards of an aggressively managed stock portfolio, which at one time 
included stock in De Beers, the South African diamond interest. This at a time when Hillary's 
fellow liberals were forcing Americans to jettison profitable South African investments 
supposedly to fight apartheid. 

Peddling Envy 

Shielded by her impregnable hypocrisy, Mrs. Clinton relentlessly peddles the politics of 

envy. On May 26th, she delivered an address, before an audience of fawning unionists, in which 
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she lambasted "proponents of the status quo" who resist the effort to socialize the American 
health care system and condemned what she considers "price gouging, cost shifting, and 
unconscionable profiteering" practiced by doctors. She also offered an unambiguous appeal to 
class envy, declaring, "Too many people have made too much money" in the health care field. 

Once again, Mrs. Clinton is an apparent victim of a vice she resonantly condemns. 
According to Arkansas journalist Paul Greenberg, "Hillary Clinton, the country's co-president 
and health-care czarina, has retained an interest worth between $50,000 and $100,000 in a 
financial fund that has invested heavily in health-care stocks." Unlike officials in previous 
Administrations, Mrs. Clinton has thus far refused to turn such assets over to a blind trust. As she 
is not an official government employee, the regulations governing potential conflicts of interest 
do not apply. Notes Greenberg, "Only when she wishes to retain secrecy for her deliberations 
does Hillary claim the status of government official." 

Nor does her conduct in her quasi-official capacity suggest a devotion to the public weal. 
Responding to the first lady's harangue, American Medical Association (AMA) Chairman Dr. 
Raymond Scaletta dismissed the speech as "populist purple prose" and pointed out that if 
genuine reform were the first lady's objective, she would be more careful about alienating 
doctors. 

On June 13th, Mrs. Clinton offered a more conciliatory speech before the AMA, 
suggesting a more supportive approach toward medical care providers in exchange for help in 
selling the Administration's "reform" package. No details of that package were provided in the 
Chicago speech. But as Hillary herself has pointed out, health care reform is about reforming 
"the way we live" -- just another avenue to the "human reconstruction" she has pursued since her 
youth. 

A Touch of Tillich 

For Hillary that quest began as a teenager in Park Ridge, Illinois, where she was part of a 
Methodist congregation led by the Reverend Don Jones. At the time Jones was a 30-year-old 
minister fresh out of theology school, brimming with idealistic energy and deeply committed to 
the "social gospel" -- a theology that emphasizes political "redemption" through social activism. 

One of Jones' chief influences was liberal theologian Paul Tillich, who was also a major 
influence upon Martin Luther King Jr. According to Tillich (who was himself deeply committed 
to Hegelian historicism), Christianity is no longer concerned with eternal life and the forgiveness 
of sin, but rather with the "crisis of meaning" and "alienation." Accordingly, religion should 
emphasize "unity," "connectedness," and "social change." Jones, who now teaches social ethics 
at Drew University in New Jersey, has certified that Hillary's speech in Austin resonates with 
Tillich's teachings. 

Furthermore, Jones testifies that the first lady believes moral persuasion to be inadequate 
to the task of "human reconstruction": 

My sense of Hillary is that she realizes absolutely the truth of the human condition, which 

is that you cannot depend on the basic nature of man to be good and you cannot 

depend entirely on moral suasion to make it good. You have to use power. And 

there is nothing wrong with wielding power in the pursuit of policies that will add 

to the human good .... She is very much the sort of Christian who understands that 

the use .of power to achieve social good is legitimate. 

This is not the Christianity of America's "Great Awakening," but rather the 
quasi-puritanism that characterizes modern totalitarianism of both the fascist and communist 
varieties. Hillary and others of her ilk apparently believe that they are exempt from the general 
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depravity of the human species and thus empowered by history for the purpose of (in the words 
of the Reverend Jones) "wielding power ... to achieve social good." This vision is illustrated in 
Bill Clinton's constant criticism of "gridlock" in Washington. What Mr. Clinton calls "gridlock" 
the Founding Fathers referred to as "checks and balances"; they were designed with the explicit 
purpose of frustrating the designs of politicians like Bill Clinton. 

The founders were well aware that rulers not only possess the predictable allotment of 
human failings, but that those failings are magnified through the exercise of political power. But 
Bill and Hillary Clinton appear to be serenely convinced of their own inexhaustible virtue and 
seek to remove institutional impediments to their ambitions. Their calls for "unity" and 
"connectedness" resonate with rhetoric that has become dreadfully familiar in the 20th century: 
Lenin, Mussolini, and Hitler all invited people to join in what Hillary calls "something bigger 
than themselves." 

"Human Reconstruction" 

Ideas about "human reconstruction" have been raffling around in Hillary's cerebrum since 
1970, when she joined the editorial board of the Yale Review of Law and Social Action. While 
on the review's editorial board, Hillary gave what one of her comrades at the journal referred to 
as a "detailed sympathetic critique" of an article calling for what Daniel Wattenberg describes as 
"an American-style Kampuchea." That article contained this fascinating paragraph: 

Now a new frontier must be found to foster further experimentation, an environment 

relatively unpolluted by conventional patterns of social and political organization. 

Experimentation with drugs, sex, individual lifestyles, or radical rhetoric and 

action within the larger society is an insufficient alternative. Total 

experimentation is necessary. New ideas and values must be taken out of heads 

and transformed into reality. 

Hillary's only misgivings regarding that article, according to a source quoted by 
Wattenberg, was that it was "long on rhetoric, short on action." She is now in a position to take 
the rhetoric out of her head and put it into action. 

As director and chair of the New World Foundation (NWF) in 1987-88, Hillary Clinton 
supported -- via a conduit -- the efforts of El Salvador's Marxist FMLN terrorists in their attempt 
at "human reconstruction." In 1988, the NWF offered a $5,000 grant to the "education fund" of 
the Committee in Support of the People of El Salvador (CISPES), the American support group 
for the FMLN. Though the sum may appear insignificant, it should not be forgotten that every 
dollar the FMLN received from Mrs. Clinton's foundation freed up a dollar that could be 
invested in weapons -- many of which were used to kill and cripple unarmed women and 
children. 

Joe Cortina is an intelligence analyst with special expertise regarding Nicaragua and El 
Salvador. A veteran of the special forces that have supplied intelligence for the State 
Department, Cortina has collected a prodigious amount of documentation regarding specific 
instances of FMLN terrorism, including on-site personal interviews with individual victims. 
Cortina is convinced that if the public were familiar with Hillary Clinton's role in sustaining the 
FMLN's depredations the resulting revulsion would do incalculable damage to the Clinton 
Administration. 

"People need to understand the full impact of what Mrs. Clinton has done in supporting 
the FMLN," Cortina told THE NEW AMERICAN. "This is a full-fledged terrorist group that has 
killed and mutilated little children." Like the Soviet occupation army in Afghanistan, the 
Salvadoran Marxists favored the use of disguised "anti-personnel" mines that were frequently set 
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off by unsuspecting children. "I've been in Salvadoran hospitals and seen children who are 
missing arms and legs," says Cortina. Although the NWF grant approved by Mrs. Clinton 
amounts to a mere pittance, Cortina ruefully observes, "You can maim a lot of kids for $5,000." 

It is a safe bet that the Salvadoran children consigned to live with crude prosthetic limbs 
are hardly enchanted with the Hillary Clinton/FMLN vision of "human reconstruction." 

Child Rights 

During the 1992 presidential campaign, Bill Clinton said that his wife would be a "voice 
for children" in his Administration. Mrs. Clinton had presided over the Children's Defense Fund 
(CDF), which sought (according to CDF founder Marian Wright Edleman) to use "children's 
issues" as a catalyst for political change. During the campaign, critical attention was paid to 
Hillary Clinton's scholarly writings about children's rights, which dealt in a remarkably hostile 
fashion with the traditional family. 

In the March 5, 1992 issue of the New York Review of Books, Gary Wills examined Mrs. 
Clinton's writings on child rights; he notes that Mrs. Clinton "returns to a classical concept of all 
social activity as political" -- and thus within the sphere of state authority. Wills explains further: 
"In the past, the child's rights were asserted vicariously through the parent. Ms. Clinton sees 
those rights as, at times, to be asserted against the parent .... [T]his has always been recognized in 
abuse cases. But she would extend it much farther." 

Hillary Clinton maintains that children should be regarded as legally and politically 
competent -- and that they are therefore a political class with interests distinct from those of their 
parents. This concept is kindred to both the Communist Manifesto and the UN Convention on 
the Rights of the Child. In the Communist Manifesto, Marx and Engels ridicule the "bourgeois 
claptrap about the family and education, and the hallowed correlation of parent and child." To 
their critics they exclaim, "Do you charge us with wanting to stop the exploitation of children by 
their parents? To this crime we plead guilty." 

Lurleen Stackhouse, the wife of a Baptist pastor in Ft. Wayne, Indiana, also testifies of 
firsthand experience with Mrs. Clinton's dubious devotion to children. In January, Mrs. 
Stackhouse visited Washington, DC to participate in the annual "March for Life." Stackhouse 
managed to get into the pre-Inauguration prayer service that was attended by Bill and Hillary 
Clinton. 

Stackhouse reports that at the end of the service she was able to shake Bill Clinton's hand 
and offer him the admonition: "America must stop killing babies." According to Stackhouse, "He 
looked at me with a blank stare on his face." Mrs. Clinton, who was just behind her husband, 
hadn't heard Mrs. Stackhouse's comment and reached out to offer her a hug. In a whisper just 
audible to Mrs. Clinton, Stackhouse said, "Hillary, it's against God's law to kill babies." 
Stackhouse testifies that Hillary Clinton "stepped back, shaking and trembling, and then grabbed 
my arm. Her countenance transformed from a pleasant demeanor to the appearance of being 
possessed. Her eyes were enraged as she replied, 'It is God's law to kill babies." 

According to John C. Willke, president of the Life Issues Institute, Hillary's pro-abortion 
influence made itself known shortly after Mr. Clinton's inauguration. Writing in the March 
newsletter of the Life Issues Institute, Willke noted that Bill Clinton signed several pro-abortion 
executive orders on January 22nd, the 20th anniversary of the Roe v. Wade decision. He reported 
that the orders directly reflect Hillary's influence: "The day before [the orders were signed], 
according to several sources, there had been a meeting at the Health and Human Services 
Department. Its newly nominated Secretary, Donna Shalala, was to chair it. Unannounced, 
Hillary Clinton arrived, summarily took over, chaired the meeting and told them their business 
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was to write the executive orders for President Clinton to announce on January 22." 

To understand more fully the origin of Hillary's perspective on "God's law," one should 
consult the pages of Tikkun magazine, a socialist quarterly targeted primarily at a secular Jewish 
readership. Tikkun (the cover defines the title as a word meaning "to heal, repair and transform 
the world") maintains a running feud with both neo-conservative and Orthodox Jews and has 
been supportive of the terrorist PLO. Tikkun publisher Michael Lerner, the man most frequently 
identified in the press as Mrs. Clinton's New Age "Rasputin," wrote an op-ed column for the Los 
Angeles Times offering the same vision of "the politics of meaning." Since the defeat of Michael 
Dukakis in 1988, Lerner has corresponded with the Clintons in an effort to persuade them to 
embrace a more "spiritual" alternative to conventional, post-New Deal liberalism. 

In an interview published in the June 1st San Francisco Chronicle, Lerner conceded his 
influence upon Mrs. Clinton, but rebelled at the suggestion that he is her "guru." Like the 
Clintons, Lerner appears to be a master of self-aggrandizing "modesty." Of Mrs. Clinton he says, 
"We are on the same path; we're partners, friends who exchange ideas .... This woman is as 
sensitive and morally fine as Iam. She's as morally high as any person I've ever met." Lerner has 
also told the Washington Post that Mrs. Clinton "is being religious -- in a morally and 
psychologically and spiritually sensitive way. She is modelling what religion is all about, and 
showing us that values are not just about what you do in a church, but they are about everything 
in your life, how you live." 

Michael Kelly, in his New York Times Magazine profile, describes Mrs. Clinton's 
"politics of meaning" as "a mix of Bible and Bill Moyers, of New Testament and New Age .... 
They combine a generally 'progressive' social agenda with a strong dose of moralism, the 
admixture of the two driven by an abundant faith in the capacity of the human intellect and the 
redeeming power of love." According to Kelly, Hillary is pursuing a syncretistic worldview "that 
would marry conservatism and liberalism, and capitalism and statism, that would tie together 
practically everything ... a ‘unified-field theory of politics." Hillary Clinton wants to be 
everything to everybody, and is convinced of her own worthiness to be an omnipresent influence 
in the lives of all Americans. 

President Clinton himself has toyed with a messianic self-portrait. In his acceptance 
speech before the 1992 Democratic National Convention, Mr. Clinton presented himself as the 
mediator of the "New Covenant" between government and the American people. Just before his 
inauguration, in a voice soggy with affected humility, Mr. Clinton offered another speech in 
which he declared, "I know that God did not drop me from a mountaintop. I was born in the 
valley -- and lifted to this office on the hopes and dreams in the valleys all across this Country." 

Vice President Al Gore's environmental activism is similarly laced with New Age 
nonsense. His book Earth in the Balance: Ecology and the Human Spirit makes plentiful use 
of concepts Gore has borrowed from John Bradshaw and other "co-dependency" shamans. Time 
magazine was so taken with Al Gore's New Age natterings that it ordained him "an introspective 
spokesman for the inner child, an icon of the new manhood...." 

But there is reason to believe that Hillary Clinton's devotion to New Age notions 
outstrips that of both the President and the Vice President. After all, she holds no elected office 
and need not worry about placating the electorate. 

Effective Promotion 

The media's campaign to canonize Hillary appears to be effective: The May 24th USA 
Today reported that the first lady's approval ratings hover between 57 percent and 59 percent -- 
up from 45 percent in a poll taken May 10th-12th. 
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People magazine reports that on the same day that Mrs. Clinton gave her speech in 
Austin, she appeared at a public forum with Texas Governor Ann Richards and journalist/New 
Age shill Bill Moyers (CFR). Moyers, a minion in LBJ's Administration and a veteran 
Establishment lickspittle, asked Mrs. Clinton, "What's it like to govern?" Without a moment's 
hesitation Hillary replied, "It's been exhilarating, frustrating, eye-opening...." Moments later she 
sought to amend her comments: "Just to set the record straight, I'm not really governing...." 
Richards wryly remarked, "If you believe that, I've got a bridge I'd like to show you." 

Early in his presidential campaign, Bill Clinton candidly acknowledged that if elected his 
presidency would be an "unprecedented partnership" between himself and Hillary. In a May 
1992 Vanity Fair profile of Mrs. Clinton, Gail Sheehy declared, "Those who keep asking 'Why 
isn't she running?’ miss the point. Hillary Clinton is running. She and her husband have been a 
political team for more than twenty years. And now they are, despite protestations to the 
contrary, co-candidates for President of the United States" (emphasis in original). One family 
friend quoted by Sheehy avows that "Hillary's tough as nails. Bill has always deferred to women 
to fight his battles." In an article lionizing Hillary Clinton as the most notable symbol of the 
"Year of the Woman," Newsweek magazine captured the division of political labor practiced by 
the first couple: "The person who did the most to feminize political rhetoric in 1992 was Hillary's 
husband." 

Michael Lerner is encouraged by Hillary's embrace of the "politics of meaning" and he 
also reflexively assumes that Hillary is in charge. Lerner told the San Francisco Chronicle, 
"More people are saying that if the President of the United States and his wife are saying that this 
[i.e., the "politics of meaning"] is going to be a major theme in her presidency, then we ought to 
pay attention to it" (emphasis added). Indeed we should. 


Shooting Up Mogadishu 

A month after the U.S. turned over command of troops in Somalia to the United Nations 
(though thousands of U.S. troops remained behind under UN command), 23 Pakistani soldiers 
wearing Blue Helmets were killed and 56 wounded, reportedly by forces under top Somali 
"warlord," General Mohammed Farah Aidid. A week later U.S. units and gunships were ordered 
back to Mogadishu to lead a UN assault. President Clinton said this was "essential to send a clear 
message to the armed gangs" and "to strengthen the effectiveness and credibility of UN 
peacekeeping in Somalia and around the world." 

After the second day of the operation, aimed at arms caches and command and control 
centers, a score of civilians in Mogadishu were killed by automatic-weapons fire by Pakistani 
peacekeepers, with local residents and foreign journalists alike reporting that there had been no 
firing from the crowd or previous warning by the UN soldiers. "This is an absolute disaster," one 
UN official was quoted in the Washington Post. "Before this, we had the moral high ground." 
Indeed, the UN then moved quickly to put its own spin on the widely reported account by saying 
that its troops had been first shot at by Aidid's gunmen who then hid behind a screen of women 
and children. Additional early morning raids continued in an attempt to oust Aidid. In one 
incident, the U.S. admitted that a Cobra helicopter had fired a missile that went astray into a 
civilian area, causing a dozen casualties. 

Action intensified and drew near an apparent climax. After hours of bombardment, the 
headquarters of Aidid was besieged; for the first time, the arrest of the warlord was ordered (he 
had been making himself available for press and public commentary); and the clan chiefs house 
was finally captured. But despite damage to scores of buildings in the area and the killing of 
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some 60 Somalis by UN troops, Aidid remained at large. Nonetheless, President Clinton declared 
the operation a success, and told a Washington press conference that UN troops had "crippled the 
forces ... of warlord Aidid...." 

Remember when all this was innocuously called Operation Restore Hope? Well it is now 
a UN occupation operation, kept afloat and intimidating only by dint of U.S. arms. Such is the 
blueprint for the new world order. 

Ginsburg Nominated 

Almost three months after Justice Byron White announced his coming retirement from 
the Supreme Court, President Clinton nominated Judge Ruth Bader Ginsburg to fill the seat, but 
only after at least two others rejected the post and the President hung out other choices for public 
viewing before withdrawing support. Ginsburg, 60, has served for 13 years on the U.S. Court of 
Appeals in Washington, handing down moderately liberal opinions, and being best known for 
her litigation in support of women's "equality" as the director of the Women's Rights Project of 
the American Civil Liberties Union. Ginsburg's onetime criticism of the 1973 Roe v. Wade 
legalization of abortion at first concerned the White House since it was expected to generate 
opposition from feminist groups. That admonition, however, was not based on any pro-life 
beliefs, but focused on Roe's sweeping nature and the concept of "privacy" upon which it was 
based, rather than Ginsburg's preference -- an equality argument. Senators from both parties 
quickly predicted an easy confirmation. 

Earlier, New York Governor Mario Cuomo and Education Secretary Richard Riley both 
told the White House they were not interested in the job. Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt was a 
front-runner for a while, as was Stephen Breyer, chief judge of the Court of Appeals in Boston -- 
but politics intervened. In Babbitt's case, old gambling allegations were raised, radical 
environmentalists bemoaned his potential loss from Interior, and them was Republican criticism 
of his lack of judicial experience. As for Breyer, who appeared to be the choice until the last day, 
there were concerns aired by feminists that his former non-payment of Social Security taxes for a 
domestic worker would have been a "double standard" since a female, Zoe Baird, was denied the 
position of attorney general under similar circumstances. 

Liberal Harvard law professor Alan Dershowitz, recalling President Clinton's desire to 
hit a "home run" with his first Supreme Court nomination, called Ginsburg a "ground-rule 
double" and suggested her biggest asset might be her husband's skill as a tax lawyer in making 
sure that all paperwork was properly filed on any domestic help. (See page 17 for more 
perspective on this story.) 

Haitian Developments 

Haiti was picked up on the radar screen of the Clinton Administration, with the 
impositions of tighter sanctions against the military-backed government and of an order from a 
federal judge that HIV-infected Haitians must be released from a Navy base at Guantanamo. 

U.S. sanctions against Haiti, including a freeze on assets, were directed at the military 
rulers in Port-au-Prince, the successors to the elected government of President Jean-Bertrand 
Aristide, a radical priest who was overthrown in September 1991. Targeted are 83 individuals 
and 35 institutions that have supported the regime. The Clinton Administration also moved to 
widen a trade embargo, hoping that the UN would agree to clamp down on oil being shipped to 
the poverty-stricken nation. This action came after all parties, including Aristide, rejected a move 
to bring into Haiti a 500-member UN police force to put down civil unrest while the president 
was returned to power. Some critics of the economic sanctions called them largely toothless, 
noting that the rulers of Haiti have had a year and a half to shift their assets. Haiti's premier, 
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Marc Bazin, who had the previous support of the military government, stepped down from his 
post. 

In a related story, U.S. District Judge Sterling Johnson of New York -- calling the Bush 
and Clinton Administrations' behavior "callous and reprehensible" -- ordered the Justice 
Department immediately to release 158 Haitian refugees from a camp at Guantanamo Bay, who 
have been banned by law from entering the U.S. for as long as 20 months because most have the 
virus that causes AIDS. The judge ruled that the ban violated due process and "is illegally based 
upon a statute which is selectively enforced against Haitian nationals." The first group of 
Haitians was flown to the U.S., with the remainder to follow shortly. 

Supreme Court Decisions 

Among Supreme Court actions were several rulings that affected religion. The Court 
ruled unanimously, citing the First Amendment's freedom of speech, that a New York school 
district may not exclude church groups from meeting on school property while allowing it to be 
used for other social, civic, and recreational reasons. 

In another action, the Court let stand a lower court ruling permitting student-led 
graduation ceremonies in Louisiana, Texas, and Mississippi, although last year a divided court 
ruled against the delivery of prayer by outside clergy at graduation. A spokesman for the 
American Center for Law and Justice, which has supported the right of students to lead 
graduation prayers, said the ruling "affirms that allowing student prayer at a graduation 
ceremony falls in line with existing Supreme Court precedent." On the other hand, a spokesman 
for the ACLU contended: "We remain absolutely convinced that such prayers have been banned 
by the Supreme Court." 

The Court also ruled that Hialeah, Florida had violated the free exercise of religion by 
banning the ritual sacrifice of animals by members of the Afro-Caribbean religion called 
Santeria. Justice Kennedy, in his majority opinion, commented: "Although the practice of animal 
sacrifice may seem abhorrent to some, religious beliefs need not be acceptable, logical, 
consistent, or comprehensible to others in order to merit First Amendment protection." 

The justices, in another decision, unanimously ruled that states may impose greater prison 
sentences for "hate crimes" without violating the First Amendment's free speech protections, 
upholding a Wisconsin law. Separating this ruling from a St. Paul, Minnesota "hate speech" 
ordinance that was directed at expression and overturned by the Court last year, Chief Justice 
Rehnquist indicated that sentencing judges traditionally "have considered a wide variety of 
factors in addition to evidence bearing on guilt in determining what sentence to impose on a 
convicted defendant." 

New Canadian Prime Minister 

Defense Minister Kim Campbell was elected to succeed the resigning Brian Mulroney as 
the head of the ruling Progressive Conservative Party, and thus to become the first woman prime 
minister of Canada. Campbell, who garnered 53 percent of the vote on the second ballot in the 
Ottawa convention to 47 percent for Environment Minister Jean Charest, must soon prove that 
she can win in a general election (which must be held by November). A Gallup poll, which 
indicated that Charest could beat the liberal opposition, suggested that Campbell could not do 
likewise. 

Senate Version of Tax Plan 

Facing resistance in the Senate Finance Committee, especially to the Clinton proposal to 
place a $72 billion tax on energy heat content (BTU tax), the White House backed away from 
that broad-based tax and acquiesced to a Senate rewriting of details in the President's budget. 
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The compromise hammered out by Democrats on the Finance Committee, a prelude to being sent 
to the full Senate (and from there, if it passes, to a conference committee), would replace the 
proposed BTU tax with a $24 billion levy (over five years) on motor fuels, to be raised by a 4.3 
cent-a-gallon tax added to the current federal tax of 14.1 cents. 

Other elements in the Democratic Finance compromise included: a ten percent surtax 
increase on capital gains (raising the effective rate from 28 to 30.8 percent) for those with 
taxable income of more than $250,000; an increase in the corporate tax rate from 34 to 35 
percent; an increase in the top income tax rate, from 31 to 39.6 percent; and an increase in the 
portion of Social Security benefits subject to taxation. 

Ominously, Senate Finance Committee Chairman Moynihan (D-NY) praised his complex 
edifice as "the most progressive change in taxes since World War II." 

Symbolic Force to Macedonia 

In a move intended to show that the U.S. wants to stay involved in the Balkans, and with 
the expressed intent of stopping the war in Bosnia from spreading out of control, the U.S. 
announced that it was sending 300 "peacekeeping" troops to the former Yugoslav republic of 
Macedonia. As members of the UN's Blue Helmets, the American troops will come from units 
currently stationed in Europe and will join the approximately 700 monitors who have been 
deployed since last February in Macedonia from Scandinavian countries. 

Secretary of State Warren Christopher contended that this token deployment proved that 
"our moral authority is intact," and reiterated that the U.S. would provide air protection for 
United Nations peacekeepers in Bosnia-Hercegovina, including those in the UN-created "safe 
havens" that President Clinton once compared to a "shooting gallery." Because of varying 
interpretations of what is to be protected and when, NATO ministers endorsed Christopher's plan 
with vague language proposed by the U.S., stipulating defense of the peacekeeping force "in the 
performance of its overall mandate." 

The diplomacy involved here was a mite different -- sending peacekeeping troops to a 
country where there is no fighting to protect a nation that is not officially recognized by the 
United States. Yet, said. the secretary of state, these 300 troops would be a "deterrent force" with 
"both symbolic and tangible" value. Some observers have suggested that the tiny force might 
encourage an attack -- which brings to mind a historical allusion made in 1916 by John Reed, 
the well-known communist author: "The Macedonian question has been the cause of every great 
European war for the last fifty years, and until that is settled there will be no more peace either 
in the Balkans or out of them." 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


NATION The Deficit 
Reduction Game 

During a campaign speech in Vandalia, Illinois on July 21, 1992, candidate Bill Clinton 
declared: "Insanity is doing the same thing over and over again and expecting a different result." 
As President, Mr. Clinton is nevertheless advocating what some analysts calculate to be the 
largest tax increase in U.S. history, supposedly to reduce the gargantuan federal deficit and 
"stimulate" the economy. 

Asked to name a single country in history that ever taxed its way to prosperity, Mr. 
Clinton was unable to do so, because there is none. A 1991 analysis of federal revenue and 
expenditure data since World War II by the Republican staff of the congressional Joint Economic 
Committee revealed that for each dollar in additional taxes, there has been an accompanying 
$1.59 increase in spending. Which makes sense politically, since voters angered by tax increases 
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can be pacified if made to benefit even more from special-interest federal spending. This helps to 
explain why a federal tax burden averaging $4,153 per capita in 1992 was unable to keep that 
year's deficit from ballooning to $290.2 billion, lifting the accumulated federal debt beyond $4 
trillion. 

Give and Take 

During last year's presidential contest, Bill Clinton rightly criticized President Bush for 
having increased spending by more than any chief executive since World War II. It was in that 
context that Mr. Clinton promised middle-income Americans a tax cut and pledged to impose 
any new taxes only on those making more than $200,000 per year. After the election, he 
promptly buried the tax cut, though in an attempt to generate public support for his economic 
program he recently promised to resurrect it once the economic package clears Congress. 

Mr. Clinton also lowered the $200,000 tax threshold and now claims that those making 
$100,000 annually would pay 70 percent of his record tax burden. That statistic is wildly 
misleading, however, since it is predicated on the concept of "family economic income" that was 
first conjured up during the Reagan Administration. Most people think of income as the wages, 
interest, tips, and dividends that (less such items as alimony payments) appear on tax returns as 
adjusted gross income (AGI). But "family economic income" includes many factors which most 
people do not consider income, such as the assumed rental value of a family-owned home that is 
not, in fact, rented. If it would rent for, say, $500 a month, then $6,000 is magically added to the 
family income figure. Other such "income" sources include tax-free Social Security and welfare 
benefits, tax-exempt interest, employer-provided fringe benefits, annual increases in the value of 
life insurance policies, etc. When lumped together with the AGI's of all members of a family 
living under the same roof, they artificially lift many households into the high-tax $100,000-plus 
stratosphere. Those affected do not pay more in taxes, to be sure, but the ploy does help federal 
officials deceive the public regarding the true impact of a tax hike. 

Smoke and Mirrors 

During the campaign, both Mr. Clinton and then-Congressman Leon Panetta (D-CA), 
who now heads the Office of Management and Budget, opposed a balanced budget amendment, 
endorsing instead legislation to require $3 of spending cuts for each $1 of tax increases. But 
during his confirmation hearings in January, Mr. Panetta stated that the Administration would 
instead propose a budget with $2 in spending cuts for each $1 of revenue increases. 

Then, during an address to a joint session of Congress on February 17th, President 
Clinton unveiled an economic program which was supposed to entail $1 of spending cuts for 
each $1 in additional taxes. That same day, he submitted a proposed budget which camouflaged 
what amounted to $4 of additional taxes for each $1 of reduced spending by deceptively 
characterizing a multitude of tax increases as spending cuts and spending increases as tax cuts. 

And on May 27th, the House narrowly (219 to 213) approved its version of the 
President's plan which, when honestly accounted, would impose $15 in new taxes for every $1 in 
real spending cuts. To hide that grim reality, such spending increases as $1.252 billion in higher 
Social Security and Medicare spending for educational assistance, $25.678 billion for welfare, 
and $2.105 billion for immunizations were counted as tax cuts! Heritage Foundation economist 
Daniel J. Mitchell observes that by "counting these spending increases as tax cuts, lawmakers 
can pretend that the tax increase is smaller than it really is since the dollar value of this new 
spending is subtracted from the dollar value of all the tax increases." 

The House bill also claims to save $8.810 billion by ending lump-sum payments for 
federal retirees, but as economist Mitchell points out, this provision "simply shifts spending into 
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future years." And yet another provision that claims to save $2.339 billion in military retirement 
costs "is achieved by a delay in cost-of-living adjustments, thus doing nothing to alter the long 
run growth of spending." 

Other provisions counted as spending cuts, which are actually tax increases, include: 

* $2.420 billion from higher import "user fees." 

$8.078 billion from increasing the monthly Part B Medicare tax. 

$2.089 billion from increasing the federal unemployment tax in 1997 and 1998. 
$0.214 billion from aircraft registration taxes. 

$0.345 billion from patent and trademark "user fees." 

$1.169 billion from Nuclear Regulatory Commission "user fees." 

"All told," Mitchell calculates, "the legislation actually raises nearly $55 billion more in 
revenues over the next five years than supporters admit." 

Walking the Plank 

While the President's tax package includes increases in corporate and top personal 
income tax rates and expanded taxes on Social Security benefits, its most important -- and 
controversial -- component is a tax on gasoline and other forms of energy based on their energy 
content as measured in British Thermal Units (BTUs). The BTU tax, as passed by the House, 
would raise $72 billion through 1998, or nearly one-third of the $250 billion in new taxes the 
President is seeking. Mr. Clinton assured House Democrats that if they stood firm for the tax, so 
would he. Most of them did, in the wake of intense arm-twisting by the party leadership to keep 
them in line. For example, Representatives Leslie L. Byrne (D-VA) and Jolene Unsoeld (D-WA) 
even went so far as to circulate a letter that, as reported in the Washington Times for May 29th, 
"threatened to use caucus rules to strip members of committee and subcommittee chairmanships 
if they voted against the president." 

But the day after the close vote in the House, as it became clear that the BTU tax did not 
have sufficient support to clear the Senate Finance Committee, President Clinton indicated 
during a speech in Philadelphia that he would be Willing to slash the tax, or even abandon it 
altogether, in order to save the economic package. Many House Democrats who had voted for 
the measure felt betrayed, including Representative Patricia Schroeder (D-CO), who lamented 
that "there we are doing a tap dance out on the end of the plank as it's being sawed off from 
underneath us." 

Though widely publicized as a deficit-reduction measure, the BTU tax is primarily 
intended to further erode the average American's standard of living in the name of conservation. 
During a MacNeil/Lehrer NewsHour interview on June 8th, Treasury Secretary Lloyd Bentsen 
asserted that, while a BTU tax (at least by that name) would be dropped, the objective would 
remain a "broad energy tax" that "should emphasize the conservation issue" as a way "to deter 
consumption and bring about more conservation." 

The American Energy Alliance -- a broad coalition of companies, farm organizations, 
consumer groups, and associations opposed to the BTU tax -- estimates that the levy would, if 
fully implemented, cost each American more than $120 annually, or nearly $500 for a family of 
four. According to Dr. Arthur Hall, senior economist at the Tax Foundation, the tax would 
trigger the loss of close to a half-million jobs through 1998, due to such factors as increased 
expenses for energy-intensive businesses and changes in consumer behavior forced by the higher 
cost of living. The tax would also raise the cost of goods manufactured in the U.S., thereby 
making them less competitive on the world market. 

The tax would hit low- and middle-income families hardest, since they devote a larger 
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share of their incomes on energy than do higher-income families. According to the U.S. Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, the poorest 20 percent of all U.S. families spend an average of 22 percent of 
their income on energy, while the wealthiest 20 percent spend only about four percent. 

To mitigate the detrimental impact of the BTU tax on the poor, President Clinton 
suggests that the earned income tax credit be increased and that additional funding be provided 
for such programs as low-income home energy assistance, food stamps, and weatherization 
assistance. In his February 17th address, he claimed that the BTU tax would "cost American 
families with incomes under $30,000 nothing, because of other programs we propose." But at the 
very least, it would cost them a portion of their independence and freedom, since such assistance 
would make them increasingly dependent on federal handouts for sustenance. 

Playing Favorites 

During his February 17th address, President Clinton claimed that the BTU tax should be 
adopted because it does not "discriminate against any area." To the contrary, the tax would 
discriminate heavily against the most efficient forms of energy. Writing in the May 1993 issue of 
his Access to Energy newsletter, Dr. Petr Beckmann, professor emeritus of electrical engineering 
at the University of Colorado, asserts that taxing by the BTU mounts to a sleazy public relations 
maneuver, "because it makes it look as if it was fair to tax a million BTU of coal and uranium by 
the same amount." In fact, even cheap coal "costs $1.10 [per million BTU], whereas a million 
BTU of uranium costs $0.50." Thus, a BTU tax would fall much more heavily on uranium than 
on coal. 

The House-passed version of the budget bill would tax most fuels at a base rate of 26.8 
cents per million BTUs, with a 34.2 cent surtax added to most oil, gasoline, and diesel. The 
low-efficiency energies favored by environmentalists, such as wind and solar, would be exempt 
from the tax. Coal, hydroelectric, and nuclear power would be taxed at the base rate. (Based on 
the figures supplied by Dr. Beckmann, this would mean taxing coal at 24 percent and uranium at 
54 percent.) The levy on electricity would be calculated according to the heat content of each 
fuel used to generate the current. 

So discriminatory is the tax against energy-intensive states and industries that the House 
was compelled to grant a wide array of special-interest rebates and exemptions. Writing in the 
New York Times for June 2nd, Michael Wines described the bill as "one of the most 
exemption-loaded, head-scratchingly complicated, brow-furrowing revenue raisers in history. 
Never very simple, the proposed energy tax is now so convoluted that one fuel, diesel, would be 
taxed at least five separate rates and dyed in enough distinguishing colors to make Crayola green 
with envy." 

The aluminum industry was awarded a large exemption, arguing that because it uses so 
much power, and because demand for aluminum is presently weak, it would not be able to pass 
the tax along in a price increase. Which is probably true. But it must be noted that the industry 
has an important backer in House Speaker Tom Foley (D-WA). Cato Institute senior fellow 
Doug Bandow recalls that "Kaiser Aluminum is the largest employer in [Foley's] district and 
contributed generously to defeat a statewide initiative that would have enacted strict term limits, 
ending Mr. Foley's career. The company's investment seems to have paid off." 

Half-a-Loaf 

Jean-Baptiste Colbert, minister of finance to King Louis XIV, once observed, "Taxation 
is the art of plucking the goose so as to obtain the largest amount of feathers with the smallest 
amount of hissing." The BTU tax flunked the Senate Finance Committee's hissing test, and as we 
write the committee is considering less painful ways to tweeze feathers. One proposal, offered by 
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Senator John Breaux (D-LA), would impose a 7.3 cent-per-gallon tax on all fuels used in road, 
water, rail, and air transportation. But this proposal would not apply to the many 
non-transportation areas targeted by the BTU tax, such as natural gas, coal, nuclear power, and 
heating oil. Whereas the BTU tax was intended to raise $72 billion over five years, Senator 
Breaux's proposal would glean an estimated $40 billion, the difference to be made up by 
additional cuts in the Medicare program. During a June 8th MacNeil/Lehrer NewsHour 
interview, Breaux made it clear that he was not opposed to the objectives of the BTU tax, but 
simply wished to achieve them in a more palatable manner. 

Needless to say, any additional tax on energy, and especially on transportation, would 
undermine the economy and cost jobs. Noted American historian Otto Scott rejects the argument 
that gasoline is too cheap in the United States and that we should strive to reach the taxing levels 
of the other industrial countries. Writing in the May Chalcedon Report, he points out that in 
Britain, "Very few of the English motor to Scotland, or even down to Wales. Yet those distances 
are far less than we travel on a vacation trip -- or that truckers cover in their cross-country hauls. 
One can drive from Paris to Rome in a few hours, but most people do not drive out of their 
country, any more than do most Italians." The gasoline tax has helped make it prohibitive to do 
so. Scott reminds us that "Europe is small, and we are a continent," but should we ever "pay $4 
or $5 a gallon; if we reach the European level where filling up the tank is a cause for a family 
conference, we will be slowed to a walk." 

Scott also warns that the proposed BTU tax would "encourage Opec [Organization of 
Petroleum Exporting Countries] to increase its oil prices, and that every $3.50 rise in the cost of 
a barrel of crude oil will raise the price we Americans pay for oil imports by $10 billion." Scott 
continues, "In the aluminum industry alone, energy costs between 30 and 40 percent of the total 
manufacturing bill," while the "Chemical Manufacturers estimate that its members will face a net 
increase of $1.15 billion in energy costs, excluding feed stocks, and a loss of thousands of jobs, 
if the BTU tax is enacted." 

Bad Medicine 

A recent analysis of the President's economic plan by the Heritage Foundation's Daniel J. 
Mitchell and Scott A. Hodge concludes that "the Administration's own projections show that 
adoption of the Clinton budget actually will increase the deficit, up from $310 billion this year 
[fiscal 1993] to $431 billion by 2003." According to Mitchell and Hodge, "none of the new taxes 
in the budget are necessary to reduce the deficit," and the Administration, without a tax increase, 
could make a deeper dent in the deficit than its budget proposal would achieve simply by 
moderating the growth of federal spending. Indeed, while massive spending cuts are 
economically (and constitutionally) desirable, they are not essential for significant deficit 
reduction. 

Mitchell and Hodge contend that holding federal outlays to increases of two percent 
annually would result in a savings of $633 billion over the next five years. Indeed, allowing 
outlays to grow two percent annually would still "cut the deficit to $114 billion without any 
increase in taxes." Such savings would amount to "nearly one-third more deficit reduction for the 
period than even the most generous assessment of the deficit reduction plan now being 
considered in Congress." 

Mitchell and Hodge note that even if the Clinton plan worked as its advocates claim, it 
would only "reduce the fiscal 1998 deficit to $228 billion," and even that projection assumes that 
the President's record-setting tax hike would not have a negative impact on the economy and that 
Congress would set a precedent by declining to spend the additional tax dollars as it has in the 
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past. "In other words," say Hodge and Mitchell, "the largest tax increase in history would lower 
the $359 billion deficit projected for fiscal 1998 by only 33 percent, whereas the modest two 
percent cap on all federal spending would lower that same projected deficit by 68 percent." 
Clearly, a tax increase is not required to lower the deficit. Substantial spending cuts could 
reduce it dramatically. And limiting the federal government to its constitutionally dictated size 
and functions would cause it to eventually evaporate altogether. 
-- ROBERT W. LEE 


NATION Clinton Chooses a 
"Moderate" 

After bringing Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt and U.S. Court of Appeals Judge Steven 
Breyer right up to the front door of one of the biggest bashes in Washington, Bill Clinton 
rejected both of them and took DC Court of Appeals Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg into the party. 
Like the famous race horse Silky Sullivan, Ginsburg came from way back, and has become 
President Clinton's choice for a seat on the Supreme Court. 

Born in Brooklyn, Ruth Bader earned her undergraduate degree from Cornell University 
in 1956. She proceeded to Harvard Law School, where she was one of nine women in a class of 
more than 500. Nevertheless, she won a place on the Harvard Law Review and then transferred 
to Columbia Law School in New York City in order to be near her husband. In 1959, she 
finished first in her class at Columbia, accepted a post as a clerk for a federal judge in the city, 
and then moved over to New Jersey where she taught at Rutgers University Law School until 
1971. 

Columbia Law School made her its first tenured female faculty member in 1972. Named 
to the DC Court of Appeals by President Carter in 1980, she served in this prestigious court 
alongside Antonin Scalia and Robert Bork, two conservative jurists who were delighted to learn 
of her nomination. 

In 1973, Ginsburg became general counsel for the American Civil Liberties Union's 
Women's Rights Project. She argued and won several cases involving sex discrimination. A 
strong supporter of the Equal Rights Amendment, she worked hard to promote its passage. 

Safe Bet 

In the past, whenever the liberal press described anyone as "moderate," it was a fairly 
safe bet that the individual tilted strongly to the left. Yet, the opinions of Scalia and Bork should 
not be discounted. Bork said she is a "thoughtful, bright, careful judge." 

Bill Clinton chose Ginsburg over others because of the sorry record he has compiled 
during the nominating process. When she passed all the tests others had failed, he was even 
willing to forget his commitment to use his court-appointing prerogative to begin a new era of 
Supreme Court liberalism. 

With the memories of Zoe Baird, Kimba Wood, and Lani Guinier still fresh in mind, the 
President was forced to look for someone whose record exhibited no particular judicial 
philosophy. And that is what seems at this point to be the best way to describe Ruth Bader 
Ginsburg. 

The Abortion Factor 

Ginsburg was almost passed over for consideration because of her criticism of Roe v. 
Wade. Only days before her choice was announced, however, the President was advised that her 
objection to the 1973 pro-abortion decision was merely a matter of procedural preference. 
Ginsburg's attitude has long been that the decision should have been based on the 14th 
Amendment's "equal protection" clause rather than the claim of Justice Harry Blackmun that the 
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Constitution contains a right to privacy. 

Her criticism of Roe has earned her less-than-enthusiastic approval from pro-abortionists 
Kate Michaelman of the National Abortion Rights Action League and Marcia Greenberger of the 
National Women's Law Center. But her commitment to continuing the legal permission to 
slaughter the unborn will not disappoint them. In 1989 she issued a dissent when her colleagues 
on the DC Court of Appeals upheld a ban on aid to any foreign-based organization that supplies 
abortion counseling. 

While there seems to be little doubt that Ginsburg will win Senate confirmation, the 
President's treatment of Judge Breyer and Secretary Babbitt won him a fair number of brickbats. 
Even more, he hurt himself with his childish display of anger at a reporter's legitimate question 
about the seeming "zig-zag quality" of the selection process. 

Sad to say, everything about the way this nomination was carded out leaves the strong 
impression that Mr. Clinton has no intention of taking literally his oath to "preserve, protect, and 
defend" the U.S. Constitution. 

-- JOHN F. McMANUS 


THE RIGHT ANSWERS 


Q. How many members are there currently in the United Nations? 
-- M.I., Chubbuck, ID 


A. Eritrea, which has become independent from Ethiopia, and Monaco, the tiny principality on 
the Mediterranean coast, are the latest members of the UN. Their admission by the General 
Assembly raises the total in that body to 183 -- all of which have an Assembly vote equal to that 
of the United States. Monaco, with some 30,000 people, has an area of less than one square mile. 


Q. What charges were recently raised about the operation of National Public Radio? 
-- P.E., Duncan, OK 


A. The zenith of "progressive" thought is often found in the analyses of National Public Radio 
(NPR). Thus it was ironic when another liberal outfit that investigates the media -- Fairness and 
Accuracy in Reporting (FAIR) -- went after NPR for being politically incorrect with regards to 
diversity. After months of analyzing NPR programming, FAIR criticized it this spring because: 

* Only 21 percent of NPR sources were women. 

* Of the regular commentators, 26 of 27 were white and 23 were men. 

* 28 percent of domestic stories were Washington-reported, and 59 percent were from the 
Northeast. 

¢ European news dominated international coverage. 

You see, it is not enough to slant the news. To please the quotameisters, one has to do it 
by the numbers. 

Q. How much money did Mikhail Gorbachev pick up for making speeches this spring in the 
U.S.? 

-- T.U.P., Raleigh, NC 


A. The former head of the Soviet Union was invited to make appearances at a half-dozen or so 
academic facilities in Virginia this spring, for which he was reportedly paid more than $100,000. 
Virginia was honoring the 250th birthday of Thomas Jefferson, author of the Declaration of 
Independence. There was a surprising lack of astonishment at having this brutal dictator as the 
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guest of honor for such an occasion. 

During an earlier tour in the Americas, in November and December 1992, Gorbachev 
drew such sparse crowds that the Argentinian organization that sponsored his tour went 
bankrupt. According to the Washington Post, the sponsoring Colloquium Foundation lost some 
$300,000 in Argentina, some $40,000 in Brazil, and about $50,000 in Chile. 

In April, the director of the foundation, Jorge Romero, committed suicide in Buenos 
Aires, leaving a note that read: "The visit of Mikhail Gorbachev to Latin America, organized by 
the Colloquium Foundation -- over which I preside -- culminated in a financial debacle." A 
spokesman for Gorbachev reportedly expressed "shock" over the suicide. Perhaps. But Comrade 
Gorbachev has had plenty of practice in hurrying people to their graves. 

Q. The continued move toward public financing of elections -- as part of campaign reform -- 
makes me wonder: How many people check the box on their tax forms to support presidential 
elections? 

-- R.D., Cerritos, CA 


A. The latest figures available indicate that the number of respondents to the Presidential 
Election Campaign Fund has been dwindling, with but 17.7 percent checking off the "yes" 
option. So what do liberals want to do in the face of this unpopularity? One proposal, made by 
President Clinton, is to increase to five dollars the amount that can be earmarked for presidential 
candidates and expand the tax checkoff option to Senate and House candidates. 

The campaign reform legislation currently under consideration in Congress has any 
number of flaws. For example, the Minority views of the Campaign Finance Reform Committee 
Report pointed out that if the NAACP or B'nai B'rith had spent some of the money it had raised 
to oppose former Klansman David Duke, Duke would then have been qualified, under the 
proposed bill, to receive taxpayer funds to respond. 

The leading spokesman against this campaign reform, Senator Mitch McConnell (R-KY), 
recently offered a similar scenario: Were a pro-life group to spend money in opposition to 
Senator Edward Kennedy (D-MA), in what is called an "Independent expenditure," Teddy could 
tap the public till for matching funds. 

Q. Is there any law against importing products made with slave labor? 

-- S.E., Ft. Knox, KY 


A. The Tariff Act of 1930 prohibits the importation of goods into the U.S. which are made 
even in part by convicts or forced laborers in other countries. Which naturally makes one wonder 
about Red China. The Laogai Research Foundation has estimated that up to a billion dollars of 
goods from Communist China are made annually by convict laborers; one-third of Red China's 
trade is with the United States. 

In fact, the Customs Service is investigating not only the breaking of that law, but the 
abrogation of a "memorandum of understanding" that Beijing signed with the U.S. during the 
Bush Administration prohibiting slave-labor products from being sold to the United States. 
Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC), ranking Minority member of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, is pressing this issue. Helms recently wrote to the Customs commissioner, saying in 
part: "Only swift, sure and vigorous enforcement of American law can stop the flood of 
slave-labor-produced products reaching our shores." 

This year, the Clinton Administration renewed most favored nation trade status for Red 
China. The implication was: If you want to see a tough policy, just wait until next year. 
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The first two decades of the 19th century were difficult ones for the British. Not only 
were they saddled with heavy taxation resulting from the tremendous and costly straggle against 
Napoleon, but advances in technology set off a nascent economic upheaval in which age-old 
patterns of life were dramatically transformed. Partly because of this, for a short while 
unemployment and misery were endemic. Social unrest bubbled to the surface. 

In 1811, and from time to time over the following six years, England was plagued with 
hordes of rioters, known as "Luddites," whose minds were fixed on the notion that the newly 
invented machinery of the early industrial age was the cause of all their problems. Unleashing 
their wrath against human ingenuity, they insisted that machines were producing a scarcity of 
demand for labor. Mobs of these vandals roamed from place to place destroying machines 
wherever they were found. The aim of the Luddites was to halt technological development dead 
in its tracks and then to turn back the clock, so as to return Britain to what was held by them to 
be a happier, safer, and more secure past. 

The origin of the name "Luddite" is as interesting as it is enlightening. In the closing 
years of the 18th century, in the village of Leicestershire, there lived a man of subnormal 
intellect by the name of Ned Ludd. Ludd, it seems, was all too frequently the object of cruel 
tricks played by the boys of the village. Usually he would pursue his tormentors and, if unable to 
catch them, would smash whatever was at hand. On one such occasion, he wrecked a machine 
used in the manufacture of stockings. From that day forward, whenever anything went wrong 
with the stocking machines, villagers would say, jokingly, that Ludd was to blame. The joke 
slowly spread from village to village. When the machine-wrecking rampages began, the mob's 
leader chose "General Ludd" as his nom de guerre, and the appellation was soon applied to his 
movement and its members. Thus the root of this term is found in the name of a man who 
symbolized mindlessness and wanton destructiveness. 

Luddism Throughout History 

That mindless penchant for destructiveness lies dormant in much of mankind. It 
awakened occasionally in ancient times and precipitated sundry uprisings and revolts. It was 
evident during the early Christian era; for example, in the reign of Justinian, when the Nika 
rebellion brought about the devastation of much of Constantinople. It manifested itself in the 
Middle Ages in bloody peasant revolts such as the Jacquerie in 14th-century France and in 
similar outbreaks in England. 

In 1525 an uprising was led by one Thomas Miintzer in Germany. In 1773 it was Russia's 
turn, when Emilian Pugachev claimed that he was the true czar and led a massive insurrection of 
peasants against Catherine the Great. A few years later came the blood-drenched French 
Revolution and, in our own century, the biggest revolts of them all: the Soviet and Chinese 
communist revolutions, which for sheer terror, blood-letting, and destruction are without parallel. 

The common threads that ran through all of these movements are as follows: They were 
oriented towards terrorism, they threatened to abolish or rigidly control private property, and 
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they were determined to overthrow by violence an existing, civilized order and replace it with a 
new order, depicted always as a bucolic "paradise on earth." 

The Jacquerie leaders claimed that they were seeking a more "purified" way of life, such 
as that which existed before corruption in Church and State gained the upper hand. The French 
revolutionaries sought inspiration from Rousseau's theory of a "natural man," supposedly a 
near-perfect human whom civilized constructs and institutions spoiled and enslaved. The 
Bolsheviks, whose ideology is an offshoot of Rousseau's, promised a "new man" who, by his 
very nature, would be peaceable and non-acquisitive. Whatever their promises, convulsions such 
as those we have just described, when they have achieved power, have led inevitably to hellish 
despotisms and never to heavens on earth. 

The Greens 

Today it would seem that, for the moment anyway, the threat of violent revolutions of the 
sort that cut swaths of ruin through society is no longer present in the West. But revolts against 
civilization can take a variety of forms and, sometimes, can achieve their ends stealthily, through 
pacific means. Such a revolt is that currently being led by a 20th-century version of the Luddites, 
which calls itself "Environmentalism." Radical environmentalists, also known as "Greens," claim 
to despise nearly everything brought into being by contemporary technology, which they say 
threatens the very balance of life on earth. In actuality, this movement represents merely a new 
variation on a very old theme -- totalitarianism -- painted now in hues of ingratiating green 
instead of revolutionary red. 

To stop radical environmentalism, which not only menaces our way of life but which has 
already begun to demolish it, Americans must arm themselves with information, with truth. 
Consequently, in the following essay, we will look into the phenomenon of modern technology. 
We will consider its origin, touch on its long history, and then examine three aspects of modern 
technology that are under attack by the Greens and their allies. Finally, we will note several 
genuine hazards inherent in a mistaken or exaggerated view of technology and science. 


A genius for technology -- that is, for technical and scientific proficiency that leads to 
inventiveness -- has been a special gift of Western man and his civilization. "Western" we shall 
define in the broad sense to include all of the peoples of Europe, from the Urals to Ireland, from 
Scandinavia to the Mediterranean, and the descendants of these peoples who transplanted 
Western culture to faraway lands such as America, Australia, New Zealand, and so on. One 
cannot deny that certain other cultures have achieved admirable levels of refinement in various 
fields of endeavor and that they have made contributions of the first order. But technology and 
science spring, by and large, from the civilization of the West. This may be so because many 
other cultures have tended towards introspection, whereas Western man was, and is, 
outward-looking. Western man is driven by the quest to know, to explore, to expand, and to 
conquer. 

Individual and Community 

Additionally, and by no means of lesser importance, the ancient Greeks, from whom we 
have inherited so much, developed a philosophy of individualism, which was then further 
developed by Christian moral teaching (e.g., the supreme and intrinsic value of the individual 
human being, individual moral responsibility for one's own soul, etc.). In contrast, in certain 
other cultures the individual has great difficulty reaching conceptually beyond the idea of tribe, 
community, or organization. This is one of the reasons why the Japanese, though they are 
brilliant in nearly every realm of science and technology, nevertheless have trouble bringing 
forth genuinely new technological inventions. 
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Japanese culture has historically discouraged the individual from standing out too sharply 
from his own peer group and, as we know, innovators are those who do rise above and stand out 
from among their peers. Likewise, while Western society, as we have commented, places stress 
on individual worth, Oriental culture proceeds from the assumption that the individual does not 
exist for his own sake but for the sake of the whole. In this matter one obviously must not be 
dogmatic. Clearly, the individual has his place in Japanese culture, just as the community and the 
organization do in the West. The difference here has to do with emphasis. Whatever the case, 
only among Europeans do we see a steady movement towards the expansion and refinement of 
knowledge, a movement which is absolutely requisite to technological inventiveness. We see this 
trait throughout our history. Let us take the example of the ancient Mediterranean world. 

Ancient Technology 

It is well known that public utilities in Rome and other large cities of the empire reached 
levels that were not duplicated in modern times until the 19th century. Sanitation facilities, 
provisions for fresh, running water, and systems for central heating in the Rome of two thousand 
years ago would be the envy of many third-world cities today. The city of Rome was equipped 
with subterranean sewers in the sixth century BC. These were not actually a Roman invention 
but had long been known throughout the civilized Mediterranean world. Minoan towns in Crete 
had underground sewers over a thousand years earlier. Greco-Roman civilization developed 
technologies that made life in great cities possible. 

Rome's fourteen great aqueducts -- even in ruin a wonder of the world -- supplied the city 
with 300,000,000 gallons of potable water each day. This they distributed to individual houses 
with the help of extremely modern-looking mechanical pumps, fashioned from bronze. 

Roman buildings, especially the enormous public edifices, were not matched in size and 
grandeur until fairly recent times. Through tremendous advances in the science of engineering, 
the Romans were able, without modern machinery, to enclose vast expanses through the 
invention of the arch, the vault, and the dome. The few extant examples of their building genius, 
and architectural reconstructions based on ruins, never fail to excite the awe and wonderment of 
modern observers. 

As 20th-century man is justly proud of countless miracles of modern medicine, so too 
were the Ancients proud of theirs, for their advances in medical science were impressive for the 
time. The De re medica of Celsus (c. 30 AD) is almost certainly a small surviving fragment of a 
complete encyclopedia of medical knowledge translated from Greek into Latin. Roman surgical 
instruments, uncovered at Pompeii, are the equal of anything available until, perhaps, the late 
19th century. 

It appears also that some physicians possessed, to some degree anyway, knowledge of the 
value of antiseptic substances for treating wounds. The physician Scribonius Largus (c. 40 AD) 
mentions antiseptic ointments, and the importance of their use, in his book of medicinal recipes. 

May we assume then that the Ancients understood the concept of bacteria as a cause of 
disease? Though they had no microscopes with which to see such phenomena and prove their 
existence, they deduced that such creatures existed. The Roman philosopher Lucretius (c. 70 BC) 
writes the following about an appearance of the dreaded plague: "What is its cause? Just as there 
are seeds of things helpful in our life, so also there are others that fly about causing disease and 
death." Similarly, the scholar Varro (c. 90 BC) postulates the existence of "invisible insects 
which are introduced into the mouth and nostrils with the inhaled air and occasion serious 
illness." 

One should not take the foregoing as an implication that ancient medicine was 
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comparable to our own. Obviously it was crude by comparison. Yet, Greco-Roman medicine had 
features that would serve future scientists well in achieving breakthroughs. The Ancients 
insisted, for example, that diseases are governed by certain natural laws which are better 
understood through careful observation and that these laws indicate the direction of a patient's 
recovery. Physicians who grasped this principle enjoyed a greater possibility of success. 

Fear of Change 

One important difference between the Ancients and ourselves is that the Greco-Roman 
world was resistant to inventions that had a potential for upsetting their fragile social and 
economic systems. The Romans possessed an abundance of labor, so much so that sometimes 
even poorer families could afford a slave or two. Labor-saving devices for homes or farms 
frequently aroused worry that people might be thrown out of work and attendant problems might 
rend the social fabric. The Emperor Vespasian was once shown newly invented equipment for 
use by the building trades. He was not impressed and merely observed, "I must feed my poor." 
Society, he believed, could not cope with such difficulties as might arise from a true 
technological revolution and staid Romans were not about to take a proverbial leap into the dark. 
Mass markets and modern ideas about the growth of capital were, of course, nonexistent in the 
ancient world and this further mitigated against the use of such devises. 

This reluctance to innovate did not apply, however, to the military. The Romans were 
extremely adept at devising new weapons to assure their mastery over potential enemies and 
these leave no doubt as to the mechanical skill of the Roman inventor. Ballistae, catapultae, and 
various other kinds of catapult-style artillery could throw stone missiles, some weighing over a 
hundred pounds, many hundreds of yards. Similar devices were designed to hurl heavy spears. 
Roman experiments were carried out using oxen, walking on a treadmill, to power 
paddle-wheeled warships. Though it was ultimately decided that human power was more 
reliable, the experiments are nevertheless fascinating. 

The Ancients were hampered in another way that prevented the idea of progressive 
technological advancement from growing. The Greco-Roman view of history was cyclical, a 
never-ending series of repetitions. Christianity, in contrast, conceives of history moving in linear 
fashion, in a grand chronicle which stretches from the creation of the world by God, through all 
of the ages of time, and on to its culmination at the end of the ages. Furthermore, that linear view 
of history is not horizontal but oblique, moving from a lower to a higher plane. That new way of 
seeing the history of the world laid the groundwork for the idea of gradual improvement in 
human life on earth, though it has also, as we shall see later, been the subject of recent 
distortions. 

From the rise and fall of the great Mediterranean civilizations of ancient times until, roughly 
speaking, 200 years ago, life for the great masses of people remained largely unchanged. True, 
many discoveries altered the face of society. But life at its most basic level was not altered. A 
peasant or working-class family of, say, 1700 or 1800 would not have found the lives of their 
peers of one or two thousand years before radically alien. Animals were still the basic machinery 
of the farm and of land travel. The sail and the oar remained the sole means of propulsion at sea. 
Men were still the helpless prisoners of chance in the matter of disease, since physicians of 1700 
or 1800 knew precious little more than physicians of 100 BC. 

For most people, work and rare leisure activities were restricted by the rising and setting 
of the sun, for illumination after dark came only from the burning of candles or oil lamps, which 
were relatively expensive and provided only the most meager results. Food, apart from grains, 
was, relatively speaking, scarce and expensive. Meat was a costly luxury. Vegetables and fruits 
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were strictly seasonal and regional, since the lack of mechanical refrigeration meant that 
perishable foods could not be transported or stored. 

In her outstanding book, Trashing the Planet, Dr. Dixy Lee Ray points out that the 
ancient world and the world of 100 years ago, were unbelievably filthy places. Lice, fleas, and 
other vermin were the constant companions of human beings, and bathing was infrequent. The 
use of horses and other draft animals produced veritable mountains of organic refuse in cities, 
and thereby contributed to the spread of disease. 

All of these things were transformed by an ongoing technological and scientific 
revolution that began early in the 19th century and continues even today. That revolution has 
literally transformed the world and opened vistas for quite ordinary people of modest means that, 
for our progenitors, would have been unimaginable. 

We visit places that only the wealthy could have visited a few decades ago. We enjoy a 
fantastic abundance and variety of foods. Mass production has given even the poor access to 
conveniences, commodities, and comforts formerly available only to the rich or unavailable at 
any price. Many infectious diseases that heretofore had been the scourges of humanity -- small 
pox, measles, polio, pneumonia, whooping cough, to mention only five -- are either controlled or 
have been eliminated entirely. 

All of these things are realities today because of the inventive genius of farsighted men 
and an economic outlook tailored to the acceptance and dissemination of new ideas. What might 
our future be if this process is allowed to continue and what will it be should the forces of 
darkness prevail? Let us consider three areas where society has benefited, and can continue to 
benefit, unless radical environmentalists win the day. 

Atoms for Peace 

From the late 1940s until the early 1970s, atomic power was seen as one of the bright 
hopes of mankind. Considering it clean, safe, efficient, and economical, Western nations turned 
to the atom for the production of energy in the 1950s. Without question, and leftist propaganda 
notwithstanding, atomic power has lived up to its early promises. As Dr. Dixy Lee Ray, former 
head of the Atomic Energy Commission and former Governor of Washington, writes, "Nuclear 
generation of electricity is safe. In the more than quarter century of commercial operation in the 
United States and the Western World, there have been no fatalities, no significant releases of 
radioactivity to the environment, and no one has been exposed to radiation in excess of the very 
conservative limits that have always characterized the nuclear industry." Unlike fossil fuel 
plants, nuclear power plants do not have smokestacks spewing tons of pollutants into the 
atmosphere. To quote Dr. Ray again: 

[T]he coal plant produces carbon dioxide at a rate of 500 pounds per second or seven 

million tons per year; the nuclear plant produces none. The coal plant produces 

sulfur oxides at a rate of one ton every five minutes, 120,000 tons per year; the 

nuclear plant produces none. The coal plant produces nitrogen oxides equivalent 

to 200,000 automobiles, 20,000 tons per year; the nuclear plant produces none. 

The coal plant produces quantities of smoke whose large particles are generally 

filtered out, but the small, dangerous ones remain and are spread widely; the 

nuclear plant produces none. The coal plant produces more than 40 different 

organic compounds that are released without control to the atmosphere; the 

nuclear plant produces none. Finally, since all coal contains some uranium, 

radium, and thorium, coal plants release unmonitored amounts of radioactivity; 

the only radioactive element released to the atmosphere by nuclear power plants is 
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Krypton 85, a harmless, noble gas, which is released in minute quantities under 

strict control. 

Regarding solid waste, the author states that while a 1,000 megawatt coal-burning plant 
uses three million tons of coal per year (38,000 rail cars of coal), producing 750,000 tons of 
waste, a nuclear plant of the same size uses only about 50 tons and leaves about 50 tons of waste 
(which includes the weight of the thick metal containers). 

Moreover, nuclear energy can be produced at a cost closely comparable to coal-burning 
plants. By way of contrast, power generated by solar plants, by windmills (so-called "wind 
farms"), and by other means advocated by some radical environmentalists is prohibitively 
expensive, particularly since these techniques for generating power entail both a huge initial 
investment and very expensive ongoing maintenance. They are also unreliable in that they cannot 
operate when sunlight or wind is lacking. 

The Automobile 

The automobile represents one of the greatest technological revolutions in the history of 
mankind. Not only did the mass production of automobiles bring an end to dangerous, 
disease-bearing organic pollution from draft animals (imagine the scope of this pollution today, 
and the monumental difficulties in disposing of such waste, had the automobile not been 
invented), but it gave working and middle class families a measure of freedom they had never 
before enjoyed. No longer was it necessary for families to live in apartments immediately 
adjacent to factories, office buildings, or other places of employment. Instead, they could live 
many miles distant in fine homes, with gardens, trees, and plenty of fresh air. 

Also, the automobile revolutionized travel. There was a time when many farmers and 
working-class folk never traveled beyond the district or county where they were born. The 
automobile put an end to this isolation and allows virtually anyone to visit places hundreds or 
thousands of miles distant from home and to do this in relative safety and comfort and at a very 
affordable cost. 

It must also be mentioned that the automobile has not only put the whole of America 
within reach of the average American, it has put Americans within reach of needed services. 
Cars and trucks allow goods and services to be brought practically to a citizen's doorstep, not the 
least important of which are life-saving medical emergency personnel and equipment. 

It used to be said, back in the 1940s and '50s, that Americans had "a love affair with the 
automobile." That "love affair" has more to do with the way the automobile enhances individual 
freedom than anything else. This explains, perhaps, the collectivists' continuing attack on the 
individual ownership of automobiles. 

Chemicals 

Dixy Lee Ray, again in her Trashing the Planet, cites the banning of the pesticide DDT 
in 1972 as another characteristic example of the regressive mentality brought about by liberal 
hysteria and political duplicity. The author notes the many benefits that have accrued to mankind 
around the globe as the result of the use of this modern chemical. DDT was first used widely 
during World War II to protect Allied troops from the ravages of typhus. While more troops in 
World War I died from typhus than from bullets, not a single Allied soldier was stricken during 
the Second World War. 

After the war the pesticide was used to protect people the world over from 
disease-carrying pests. For example, in Sri Lanka (formerly Ceylon) there were 2.8 million cases 
of malaria in 1948. By 1963, after the use of DDT to destroy mosquitoes responsible for the 
spread of the disease, there were but 17 cases. Significantly, after the banning of the pesticide, 
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malaria cases returned with a vengeance, right back to previous levels. 

Horror stories about the damage done by DDT to the environment are false, according to 
Dr. Ray. It has, for instance, never been shown that DDT causes damage to bird populations, that 
it causes the thinning of the egg shells in certain bird species, that it persists in the environment, 
or that it is carcinogenic. In fact, studies under controlled conditions have disproved all of these 
allegations. 


Thirty years ago liberals often portrayed their philosophy as the wave of the future. 
Conservatives, they insisted, were "reactionaries," wishing to return to the days of McKinley, 
hopelessly stuck in the past, and held down by old-fashioned ways of thinking. Liberals, on the 
other hand, depicted themselves as forward-looking, streamlined, and modern. Communism, too, 
adopted this style. 

Remember the "useful idiot" who visited the Soviet Union in the '30s and wrote, "I have 
seen the future and it works"? We now know that liberals, like their Luddite, socialist, 
communist, and Green brethren, are throwbacks. It is they, and not we conservatives, who are 
retrogressive and wish to roll back time. It is they who have rejected the heritage of the West 
which, for thousands of years, has sought improvement in the lives of people and sought to grant 
not only an abundance of material necessities but also an abundance of individual freedoms. It is 
they who, like their hero Rousseau, hearken to a past that has never existed and will never exist. 
It is they who are the slaves of rank superstitions, some overtly pagan. Liberalism, along with 
related philosophies, seeks a worldwide slave state in which all of mankind's hopes for the future 
are permanently arrested. 

Liberals, therefore, hate nuclear power because it offers cheap energy for everyone for an 
indefinite future. Writer L. Neil Smith comments: "Decades of anti-nuclear alarmism, resting on 
foundations of myth and panic-mongering, have failed to erase the fact that nuclear power is the 
safest, cleanest, most efficient source of energy known to mankind -- and more to the point, that 
the greater amount of energy there is available to any given individual in society, the freer that 
individual -- and his society -- become." Liberals hate the private automobile because it confers a 
level of freedom on ordinary citizens that power-hungry politicians and bureaucrats cannot 
abide. They hate chemical innovations like DDT because they promise to eliminate food 
shortages and health crises that are sources of power to them. Make no mistake -the name of the 
game with the anti-technology crowd is government control. 


The Greek philosophers, especially Aristotle, identified virtue with moderation. Extreme 
modes of thought, they believed, were evil, while moderation was virtuous. For instance, courage 
was a virtue that stood between the extremes of cowardice and recklessness. The Church Fathers 
reiterated and expanded on this teaching in their writings and sermons. We conservatives, if we 
are to succeed, must adhere to this wisdom as well. 

In the matters of science and technology, we would be wise to follow the path of 
moderation, seeing the value of these things, but positioning ourselves always at the golden mean 
between the extremes. We must reject the fanaticism of radical environmentalists and also the 
ideology of scientism. We must beware the pitfalls. 

The ancient biblical faith envisioned man as the highest creature in a universe created by 
God. As this faith began to wane among the educated elite of 150 years ago, in its place an 
artificial religion was developed, both consciously and unconsciously, in which the concept of 
ineluctable human progress replaced the Divine plan. It was believed that human society would, 
through man's own efforts, forever march "onward and upward" to ever-widening and 
ever-improving states of existence. It is no secret that this notion became iron dogma in 
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intellectual circles of that age and that it is closely related to the Darwinist credo so much in 
vogue then. 
Cumulative Knowledge 

Continual improvement in science and technology is not, of course, ineluctable. Such 
benefits as these things bring to the world are dependent on the straggles, sacrifices, and the 
genius of individuals within our society. They require that government cultivate opportunities, 
not by socialistic methods but by standing aside, thereby permitting the Thomas Edisons and 
Henry Fords to make their discoveries. 

Technological and scientific advancement further require that the knowledge of the past 
be preserved and understood. That is because in all human endeavors we stand upon the 
shoulders of our ancestors: Knowledge is a cumulative thing. Without the philosophical 
breakthroughs of the Greeks by which men began to think of themselves as individuals; without 
the organizational genius and practical bent of the Romans; without the Christian synthesis of the 
wisdom of the ages; without that silver chain of great men stretching back through the millennia, 
we would all live today in the primitive tyranny that typified the world of 4,000 B.C. Therefore, 
for technology and science to continue to advance requires that our educational institutions 
cultivate great minds. 

Furthermore, the base of knowledge must be broad. Not only must we cultivate the sort 
of minds that are capable of innovative and creative thought, but we must continually seek to 
uplift the level of the general populace so that they are prepared to recognize that which is truly 
beneficial and that which will improve life here on earth. Presently, schools and institutions of 
higher learning, run by liberal bureaucrats, seek exactly the opposite. They mold generations of 
morons by "dumbing down" the young people in their charge, the better to form legions of 
dullards, worker ants for the future anthill society of which they dream. Famous egalitarianism 
too, the product of poisonous modes of thought and of the kind of stone-blind hubris that holds 
that God would not have dared set the universe in motion without proper deference to liberal 
ideologues, is robbing Western man of his birthright. 

Another pitfall comes from exaggerations about science's ability to change man. Despite 
the toxin that is pumped into the minds of young people about technology and science eventually 
bringing us to an age similar to that portrayed in some science fiction films and television 
programs, a humanistic utopia there will never be. However much mankind strives to solve the 
problems of human beings and of human life, there will always be problems anew. Moreover, 
basic human nature itself has not changed in all of recorded history. Our fundamental 
weaknesses, proclivities, idiosyncrasies, and characters are the same now as they were when 
King Hammurabi issued his famous code of laws for his subjects in Babylon eighteen hundred 
years before Christ or when Amenhotep sat upon the throne of the mighty Pharaohs. Examine 
mankind's strengths and its failings then and now and one will find that they are precisely the 
same. 

The dream of a coming secularist chiliad in which people have finally overcome all 
conflict, hunger, want, and disease and have perhaps (through genetic tinkering or some other 
means) achieved earthly immortality, is as empty a folly as the Marxian doctrine of a future 
classless, stateless millennium or of the nonsense about a "new man." 

Maintaining Priorities 

Lastly, when it comes to the matter of technological and scientific advancement, we must 
not place undue emphasis on the material at the expense of the spiritual. The material abundance 
brought forth by the inventiveness of the Western mind can create advantageous circumstances 
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for the citizenry of a nation in which that citizenry is free from excessive concern about famine, 
epidemic disease, foreign invasion, and the like. But a people must keep its priorities in order. 
Americans of a hundred years ago enjoyed an abundance that was even then the envy of the 
world. But Americans of that age were an intensely God-fearing people, shaped from infancy by 
religion. Though wealth was widespread, there was no question then of the worship of mammon. 
Americans were shaped, too, by the daily struggle for existence, which is absolutely essential to 
the health of individuals and nations. 

Great wealth without an inward discipline leads inevitably to effeteness which, when 
combined with the tendency of modern states to evolve towards the flabby, welfarist mentality, 
swiftly undermines the tone of a people -- morally, spiritually, and physically -- proving the 
validity of the saying that a welfare state is indeed a "farewell state." Abundance without 
struggle can only corrupt. The conservative theologian, Harold O.J. Brown, wrote some years 
ago that the "successful capitalist culture consumes itself, and rots from within. It needs to be 
renewed by something coming from outside itself. The only thing that is really and truly from 
outside our culture is the Word of God...." 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Battling the 
"Gay" Agenda 

Exclusion: Homosexuals and the Right to Serve, by Melissa Wells-Petry, Washington, 
DC: Regnery Gateway, 1993, 237 pages, hardcover, $20.00. This book available from General 
Birch Services Corp., P.O. Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54913. Add $3.00 for postage and handling. 

Military Necessity and Homosexuality, by Ronald D. Ray, 1012 South Fourth St., 
Louisville, Kentucky: First Principles, 1993, 137 pages, paperback, $12.95. 

Conduct Unbecoming: Lesbians and Gays in the U.S. Military, by Randy Shilts, New 
York: St. Martin's Press, 1993, 784 pages, hardcover, $27.95. 

"The greatest single victory of the gay movement over the past decade," says Dennis 
Altman, a historian of homosexual activism, "has been to shift the debate from behavior to 
identity, thus forcing opponents into a position where they can be seen as attacking the civil 
rights of homosexual citizens rather than attacking specific and (as they see it) antisocial 
behavior." 

Nowhere has that effort produced more startling discord than in the proposition made by 
President Clinton to legalize sodomy in the ranks of the armed forces by lifting the ban on 
homosexuals. Mr. Clinton's favorite sophist strategy is to argue that the military should only be 
concemed with conduct as opposed to status -- when of course homosexual acts are illegal under 
military law and homosexuality is ultimately defined by homosexual acts. 

The civilian leadership in the Department of Defense, ranking officers, and service 
personnel at large have differing views. Liberal congressional leadership diverges from those 
who have been brave enough to resist the pressure of the harsh homosexual advocates, while the 
mushy middle among members of Congress wishes that the issue would go away. Even the 
intractably perverse in the lavender lobby have separated themselves from the pragmatists who 
are willing to cut a deal now and work for more radicalism later. The fracas is coming to a head, 
along with the President's July 15th deadline for the Defense Department's submission of a draft 
executive order on how to implement the lifting of the ban. 

Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA), the chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, is 
publicly perceived as the strongest opposition to the efforts to lift the ban, and yet his most recent 
policy is characterized by a "don't ask, don't tell" approach. While less radical than President 
Clinton's original proposal, says Gregory King of the pro-homosexual Human Rights Campaign, 
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Nunn's policy is "progress." King notes: "Nunn is conceding that it is conduct and not status that 
is important." 

Most importantly, the homosexuals are counting on the public to lose its will to resist. As 
it was put years ago by Marshall Kirk and Erastes Pill in an article entitled, "The Overhauling of 
Straight America": 

You can forget about trying to persuade the masses that homosexuality is a good thing. 

But if you can get them to think that it is just another thing with a shrug of their 

shoulders, then your battle for legal and social rights is virtually won. 

Three Authors 

The author of Exclusion, which focuses mainly on the Army but is applicable to the other 
branches of the armed services, is Major Melissa Wells-Perry, who, from her experience as a 
major in the Judge Advocate's General Corps, is plainly an expert on the judicial aspects of the 
ban. During a recent interview with THE NEW AMERICAN, she expressed bemusement over a 
shabby effort made by a top aide to Defense Secretary Les Aspin to call her on the carpet for 
writing Exclusion -- even though the writing of the book conformed with all Defense 
Department guidelines. What her book does, you see, is expose those who want to break military 
laws and regulations with impunity. For explaining what the Army does in such cases, and why, 
the brass wanted to chastise her. 

Ronald Ray, author of Military Necessity and Homosexuality, is a colonel in the Marine 
Corps Reserve and a highly decorated combat veteran of the Vietnam War. A practicing lawyer, 
Ray has also served in the Defense Department and, most recently, was a member of the 
Presidential Commission on the Assignment of Women in the Armed Forces. Ray's 
self-published work was (as was an early version by Major Wells-Petry) turned down when 
submitted as a rebuttal to an article that had earlier appeared in Military Law Review and then 
received wide circulation in the Pentagon. 

Randy Shilts, author of Conduct Unbecoming, is a correspondent with the San 
Francisco Chronicle and has written widely on issues embellishing homosexuality. Shilts was 
signed for his book, for which he says he conducted 1,100 interviews, five years ago. It was not 
scheduled for publication until 1994, but was released early in order to take advantage of the 
current brouhaha. Its first print run was a huge 225,000. Shilts' publisher has promoted the book 
fiercely, and copies are on prominent display at the Pentagon's main book store (Exclusion, it 
should be noted, is also there). Shilts, a homosexual, is stricken with AIDS; he says he has been 
aware of his infection since 1985, but did not publicly reveal he had the disease until early this 
year out of fear that it would undercut his role as a reporter. 

Different Strokes 

Promotion and topicality have given Shilts' book more popularity than the quality of its 
writing would merit. Vignettes, written in a "narrative non-fiction" style, allow the author to tell 
readers even what (he says) the victims think in a given circumstance. And, make no mistake, 
Conduct Unbecoming is about what Shilts perceives as the victims -- homosexuals so benign at 
heart that the reader is supposed to forget their perversions. 

Shilts' thesis, written over and over again -- with each story broken up several times and 
delayed to another section of the predictable book -- serves to deflect how repetitive each 
account actually is. There are plenty of anonymous protagonists (whose identities must be 
protected from the evil military they are said to serve), as well as half-proven historical allusions 
and other references to the supposed homosexuality of everyone from Alexander Hamilton, 
Stephen Decatur, and Baron yon Steuben to J. Edgar Hoover, Tom Dooley, and most of the staff 
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of William Westmoreland (among others). From SEALS to Green Berets, from generals to 
astronauts (in most cases, Shilts simply makes the assertion), we are to believe that homosexuals 
have been serving bravely. 

Now, even if all these assertions were true, it does not mean that homosexuals should be 
openly allowed to serve. As Colonel Ray points out in Military Necessity: 

Alcoholics, excessive gamblers or drug abusers may also appear to perform their military 

duties very well, yet the military is not obligated to tolerate their behavior or 

condition. A single felony conviction or incidence of drag use is sufficient to bar a 

person from military service, and any public announcement or discovery of such 

status would also lead to a separation from service. Heterosexual service members 

with obsessive, perverse, or compulsive sexual behavior are also deemed by the 

military as dischargeable. 

Neither does any length of prior good service guarantee protection for any 
service member whose character, condition, or behavior becomes inconsistent 

with military service. Veterans with many years in service may still be discharged 

involuntarily because of a crime, or because hidden character flaws become 

apparent and thereby conflict with the need for good order and discipline in the 

service [emphasis in original]. 

Order and the good of the service are emphasized in the books by Wells-Petry and Ray, 
but are largely ignored by Shilts, who would rather accentuate what he sees as injustices done to 
people he thinks should be in the military. 

Yet, if the reader ignores the slant that Shilts is trying to put on the episodes and 
investigates the facts, he repeatedly discovers that the homosexuals involved were committing 
the offenses in question. One such "hero" was a military intelligence officer who was found 
naked in bed (in Germany in 1969) with a male Czech national; nonetheless, the reader is 
supposed to sympathize with the "victim" and despise the "witch-hunting" forces for thinking 
this might be a violation of security. 

Another "victim" (though guilty as charged) was so brave that when questioned by 
investigators he did not name any of his fellow homosexual partners but, supposedly in return for 
a general discharge, fingered "a rabidly anti-gay private in his barracks who could never talk 
enough about how much he hated queers." Shilts would have his readers feel sympathy for this 
fellow because "the CID [Criminal Investigation Division] lied to him" and he wound up with an 
undesirable discharge. 

Discrimination Is Vital 

Both Wells-Petry and Ray emphasize that the military exists to fight (and win) wars, not 
to be a laboratory for social experimentation. 

Ray's book is basically an overview of the reasons why the homosexual ban should be 
maintained, and includes material indicting the homosexuals’ case out of their own mouths. It 
also includes an often-neglected dimension -- that of morality and religion. 

The military, notes Colonel Ray, discriminates by necessity. Disputing those who claim 
that homosexuals are born that way and thus exculpated, the colonel observes that, from the 
military's standpoint, it "makes no difference how they came by their disqualifying conditions or 
whether such conditions are immutable." 

Major Wells-Petry grants the charge of discrimination and explains why the military 
needs to discriminate. She also notes that the military "excludes" many different types of people, 
including "single parents, felons, handicapped individuals, transsexuals, conscientious objectors, 
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and persons with any number of medical conditions. The military also discriminates on the basis 
of height and weight, physical and mental ability, visual acuity, political beliefs and religious 
affiliation, language, youth and age." She argues that "all military personnel policies 
discriminate. They discriminate between individuals or groups that have strong potential for 
successful soldiering and those that do not" (emphasis in original). 

Most especially, no one has a right to military service itself- and certainly not the 
confounding "rights" to sodomy and to service. Former Chief Justice Warren Burger, in the 
Hardwick decision (which homosexuals would dearly like to have overturned), expounded: 
"Proscriptions against [sodomy] have ancient roots .... [T]o claim that a right to engage in such 
conduct is 'deeply rooted in this Nation's history and tradition! or 'implicit in the concept of 
ordered liberty' is, at best facetious .... To hold that the act of homosexual sodomy is somehow 
protected as a fundamental right would be to cast aside millennia of moral teaching." 

Case for Readiness 

Shilts' book, as Major Wells-Petry has observed, does not make any case for readiness. 
Even in the relatively minor action in Somalia, as Wells-Petry noted in a recent interview, there 
was an urgent need to draw blood from soldiers immediately. With homosexuals infecting the 
blood supply with a fatal virus, it is begging for trouble to invite in more of those who practice 
the acts that spread the deadly disease. 

Those acts, by the way, are graphically described in both Exclusion and Military 
Necessity. It is stern stuff, even when couched in medical terminology, but necessary 
nonetheless. Indeed, Colonel Ray makes the point that many homosexual practices contradict 
even basic field sanitation measures. One range of ailments has been dubbed by doctors as "gay 
bowel syndrome," giving a subtle hint of the vulgarity and filthiness of homosexual acts. 
Promiscuity and horrendous health problems are other concerns. It is common, notes 
Wells-Petry, to find homosexuals reporting median lifetime numbers of partners in excess of 
1,000. Only one percent of male homosexuals, according to one study, die of old age. 

Homosexuals are particularly prone to suicide, drug usage, alcohol abuse, sexually 
transmitted diseases (less than two percent of the population accounting for 80 percent of the 
most serious STDs), and of course AIDS, which currently costs the military $200,000 per case. 
Or, as Wells-Petry extrapolates, the financial cost to the service for every ten additional soldiers 
who test positive for HIV is $2 million. Current projections of the growth of AIDS bring its costs 
within a decade to $3 billion which, as NBC Nightly News has described it, is enough to 
purchase three Aegis cruisers. 

Apologists for homosexuals, writes Ray, "argue that the military is the best place to get 
AIDS because of efficient diagnostic procedures, treatment programs and medical facilities, and 
comprehensive medical coverage." It doesn't win any wars of course. Moreover, AIDS -- in part 
because of media bias and gutless leadership -- has become the first public health menace in 
which those with the disease are protected (even retained in the military until debilitation sets in), 
with public health consequences being secondary. 

And while armies do focus on groups, witch hunts are not commonplace, regardless of 
propaganda put forth by those such as Randy Shilts. According to Wells-Petry, of the 130,000 or 
so discharged every year for all causes, only some 1,000 to 1,500 discharges are due to 
homosexuality. In 1990, the Army Times reported, there were 708 discharges for homosexuality 
and 5,029 discharges for not meeting weight standards. Under President Clinton's logic, there 
would be a right to the status of obesity, and punishment could only be affixed according to the 
conduct of the corpulent soldier -- who would presumably need to be caught on duty in uniform 
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with an extra jelly doughnut in his mouth. 
Accommodation Model 

If the danger of death by AIDS will not stop the practice of homosexual acts, while others 
are not deterred even by the threat of being kicked out of the military, imagine the increase in 
problems if the only deterrent is a "don't ask, don't tell" administrative role. As Wells-Petry 
notes, the current argument is that it is unfair to punish just for status: But if "this status-conduct 
dichotomy were accepted, and homosexuals were permitted to serve on that basis, their 
advocates might well argue that the Army had accepted homosexuals in that status and the Army 
must have known homosexual status includes some aspect of homosexual conduct." Of course the 
apologists have another easy, if absurd, answer: Since such rules are currently broken, do away 
with the rules. 

This argument, such as it is, is part of what Wells-Petry calls the desire for an 
"accommodation" model -- that is, to make the military accommodate to the desires of those who 
are currently excluded -- in this case, homosexuals. (When this was attempted with single 
parents, there was -- surprise! -- an increase in the number of military single parents.) Law, of 
course, should reflect what is best for society; just because some people steal is no reason to 
scrap laws against theft. And, yes, the law does reflect morality. 

The accommodation model, writes Wells-Petry, "equates an army where some 
homosexuals serve covertly by evading the exclusion policy with an army where all 
homosexuals are allowed to serve openly. This equation is completely indefensible. It is simply 
not credible to extrapolate from an army where some break the rules to an army where the rules 
are removed." 

The military's first question, as Wells-Petry puts it, should not be how a decision affects 
single parents, or handicapped, or homosexuals. It should be: Will this make us a better Army (or 
Navy, Air Force, etc.)? In this case, there can be little doubt that homosexuality is not compatible 
with military service, which is exactly what the current Defense directive maintains. 

Unfortunately, there can be little doubt that the homosexual agenda is long-term, and will 
not stop here. Colonel Ray quotes Marshall Kirk and Hunter Madsen from their book, After the 
Ball: How America Will Conquer Its Fear and Hatred of Homosexuals in the '90s, in which 
their strategy for disinformation and advancement is spelled out: "By conversion we actually 
mean something far more profoundly threatening to the American way of fife. We mean 
conversion of the average American's emotions, mind and will, through a planned psychological 
attack. We mean 'subverting' the mechanism of prejudice to our own ends -- using the very 
process that made America hate us to turn their hatred into warm regard -- whether they like it or 
not." 

* * * 

We've been forewarned. Yeoman work has been done by Major Wells-Petry and Colonel 
Ray, even as the Establishment trumpets the efforts of the likes of Randy Shilts. We can profit by 
the insight of these officers; as for Shilts' book, it also serves -- as a doorstop. 

An attack is coming on the military, but not a frontal assault which the armed services 
could handle easily. It is worse. It is subversive by definition. And it comes at a time when our 
nation's foundations have been weakened by our presumed leaders. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


The Media War Over "Gays" 


A new video, Our Military Under Siege, has given pro-military forces a powerful 
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weapon in the debate over homosexuals in the military. The film, screened for top military 
leaders, gave some in the Pentagon hope that President Clinton's plan to admit open homosexuals 
into the military could be defeated. 

The video features two active-duty Army officers, Lieutenant Colonel Robert Maginnis 
and Major Melissa Wells-Petry, who feel so strongly about the issue that they are risking their 
military careers by denouncing the Clinton policy. It also includes interviews with several 
well-known retired officers, including Calvin Waller, retired Army Deputy Commander of 
Operations for Desert Storm. 

Legion Opposed 

The film features American Legion National Commander Roger A. Munson declaring the 
opposition of his three-million-member organization to the President's scheme. In blunt 
language, Munson points out that only Congress has the constitutional authority to regulate the 
Armed Forces. 

Munson's appearance in the video is an indication that the American Legion regards this 
as a crucial issue. The June 1993 issue of The American Legion magazine includes an article by 
Ronald Ray, a colonel in the Marine Corps Reserve, who argues that homosexuals as a group 
"are simply not able-bodied" because of their propensity to disease and early death. On that basis 
alone they should be excluded from service. 

The film's sponsor, the Defense Readiness Foundation, a group of exmilitary people, 
knowingly entered a battleground in which the opposition -- the White House and the 
homosexual lobby -- could count on active support from Hollywood and the media. 

The first video to put the homosexuals on the defensive was The Gay Agenda, produced 
by The Report of Lancaster, California. By simply showing footage of "gay rights" parades, 
together with comments by experts, The Gay Agenda alerted many Americans to the disgusting 
and disease-ridden nature of the homosexual lifestyle. 

Our Military Under Siege picks up where The Gay Agenda left off, describing how the 
admission of open homosexuals would damage the morale, readiness, and health of the troops. It 
also discusses how the homosexualization of the military would lead to a dramatic falloff in 
recruitment of normal, heterosexual individuals. The video includes poignant footage of such 
American military symbols as Arlington National Cemetery, the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier, 
and the Vietnam War Memorial. 

"Human Face" 

Homosexual activists have played their own version of the patriotism theme, producing a 
video entitled To Support and Defend, which is designed to show their "human face" to 
Congress. But the real "human face" of this debate is captured in Our Military Under Siege, in 
which former Army Deputy Surgeon General Robert H. Buker declares that the President is 
asking our troops to expose themselves to a danger that professional basketball players in the 
NBA would not tolerate. He was referring to basketball star "Magic" Johnson's forced retirement 
after other players saw him bleed during a game and refused to come into contact with him. 

Referring to President Clinton's plan to open the military to homosexuals in exchange for 
their continued support of his Administration, the film closes with the statement: "It would be a 
national disgrace to jeopardize the finest fighting forces in the world simply to pay off a political 
debt." 


The film, Our Military Under Siege: Mission Accomplishment Vs. Homosexual 
Demands, is available for $15.00, including shipping and handling, by calling, 1-800-360-3494. 
-- CLIFF KINCAID 
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"Gay" Rally Fallout 

A federal building was used for sadomasochistic demonstrations and homoerotic art 
displays during the weekend of the homosexual march in the nation's capital, according to a 
report in the Washington Times. The exhibits were part of the National S/M Leather/Fetish 
Conference, held in the General Services Administration's (GSA) Andrew Mellon Auditorium. 
The GSA allowed the event after being assured that there would be nothing pornographic on 
display. 

But Peter LaBarbera, who covered the event for the periodical Lambda Report, says that 
what he witnessed at the "conference" was truly bizarre, including demonstrations of 
sadomasochistic acts between men, as well as a slide presentation of a homosexual act so 
disgusting that La Barbera called it "the most revolting thing I've ever seen." 

The War on Drugs 

Remember all those news reports a few years ago about the dangers of drugs? Remember 
the public service ads? Remember the "Just Say No" program? Well, you hardly see these ads 
anymore. The media, once seemingly committed to attacking drug use, has let the issue slip by 
the wayside. 

Has the drug war been won? Hardly. A new survey of eighth-graders by the University of 
Michigan reveals that use of marijuana, LSD, cocaine, crack, and other drugs is up significantly 
after several years of decline. 

Meanwhile, as the media downplay the drug problem, the popular culture is once again 
glorifying drugs, just as it did in the 1960s and '70s. "Now, with the '90s, many musicians feel 
that the cultural tide has shifted -- so they're going public about marijuana use and celebrating 
the weed in song lyrics," explained Time magazine recently. "Once again, pop music is going to 
pot." 

AIDS Kamikazes? 

Some are suggesting that author James Robert Baker may be the Ice T of the homosexual 
literary set. Baker's latest novel, Tim and Pete, published by Simon & Schuster, depicts the 
assassination of conservative politicians by a gang of "AIDS kamikazes" hopped up on speed 
and armed with machine guns. 

The motto of the "gay" terrorists in the book is: "If I get AIDS, I'm going to take someone 
with me." Baker admits the idea has special appeal to him personally. If he got AIDS, he says, "I 
don't think I'd just take AZT and hug a teddy bear .... I think I'm capable of acting out some of 
the scenarios described in the book." Some of the imagery mentioned in the book includes 
Barbara Bush beheaded with a chain saw and Catholic bishops mutilated and burned. 

Are such acts really being considered by homosexual militants? Michael Goff, editor of 
Out magazine, says he is surprised that nothing like this has happened so far. And if the ban on 
"gays" in the military isn't overturned, he adds: "Who knows what could happen?" 

Homosexual Marriage? 

The Hawaii Supreme Court has ruled that the state may not be able to prohibit 
homosexuals from marrying. The court said recently that any state regulation that sets up limits 
based on sex can be defended only if the state shows that it has "compelling" reasons for doing 
so. That legal test usually requires proof that public safety is at stake. And since we all know that 
homosexuality is just another valid "lifestyle choice" with no adverse health consequences, there 
is not much hope of preventing the inevitable. 
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Both sides in the case described the ruling as "ground-breaking," given that no court in 

the land had previously gone so far. 
A Gang Summit 

America's urban marauders gathered in Kansas City in May to talk about how they might 
start getting along with each other. The Crips and the Bloods have already shown Los Angeles 
what they can do when they stop killing each other and unite into a guerrilla army. The result 
was last year's city-wide riots. 

What the gangs are really after, of course, is money. They are trying to convince the 
federal government that they are the best conduits of urban aid. Such a program might accurately 
be described as extortion. 

Profile of a Looter 

The Los Angeles Times has systematically analyzed the arrest records of all those 
charged in last year's LA rioting and looting. It turns out that most had prior criminal records and 
were hardly stealing the necessities of life. Electronic gear and liquor were the two most 
commonly sought-after goods. 

When most were arrested, they did not cite the Rodney King case as a reason for their 
actions. They simply reported that they were after some "free stuff." Many, the Times reported, 
piled furniture and other expensive loot onto tracks and U-Haul trailers. 

Campus Politics 

Bill Clinton's choice for the job of director of the National Endowment for the 
Humanities is University of Pennsylvania President Sheldon Hackney. Hackney, you might 
recall, is the university administrator responsible for ordering a trial of a freshman on political 
correctness charges. Student Eden Jacobowitz stands accused of racial harassment and faces 
expulsion for saying that some noisy sorority sisters were acting like a bunch of "water buffalo." 
His "insensitive" statement was interpreted by the university as a racial slur since the sorority 
sisters were black. 

Hackney has postponed the hearing for Jacobowitz and many suspect the reason is his 
pending nomination as head of the National Endowment for the Humanities. 

-- JOSEPH FARAH 


IN LIGHT OF THE PAST A 
Warning From the Past 

Historically, one of the major restraints on civil government has been the institution of 
the family. Strong families handle key responsibilities (provision of food, clothing, shelter, 
medical care, basic education, etc.) that otherwise fall to the state. Advocates of big government 
favor conditions that erode the family, since they desire to transfer family responsibilities to the 
state as a way to make everyone dependent on, and loyal to, the state. The major problems 
plaguing American culture today, including the increasing size and expense of government, 
correlate with the decline of the nuclear, biologically related, two-parent family. 

The late Harvard University sociologist Pitirim Sorokin perceived this tragic anti-family 
trend early on, but stood virtually alone among his professional colleagues in raising a warning 
voice about the disaster that would result if the trend were not reversed. In the revised and 
abridged edition of his 1957 book, Social and Cultural Dynamics, Professor Sorokin wrote: 
"The family as a sacred union of husband and wife, of parents and children, will continue to 
disintegrate. Divorces and separations will increase until any profound difference between 
socially sanctioned marriage and illicit sex relationship disappears. Children will be separated 
earlier and earlier from parents. The main sociocultural functions of the family will further 
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decrease until the family becomes a mere incidental cohabitation of male and female while the 
home will become a mere incidental parking place mainly for sex relationship." 

Confirmation of Sorokin's dreary prediction may be gleaned from the Statistical Abstract 
of the United States, which reveals that the U.S. marriage rate is at an all-time low, 40 percent of 
marriages end in divorce, an unprecedented three million couples cohabit outside of marriage, 
and more than 25 percent of births are illegitimate. 

Professor Sorokin's views on the family were summarized by Dr. Bryce J. Christensen in 
the April 1993 issue of the newsletter The Family in America, published by the Rockford 
Institute. Dr. Christensen, director of the Rockford Institute's Center on the Family in America, 
believes that "in our time of unprecedented retreat from home life, Sorokin's work can help us 
recognize the vital importance of the family and the terrible costs of repudiating marital and 
family ties." 

Moral Center 

In his 1947 book, Society, Culture and Personality, Sorokin clearly identified the family 
as society's moral center. As summarized by Dr. Christensen, Sorokin believed that "[o|nly the 
family could both maintain order in society and shape the individual personality. Sorokin pointed 
to the 'unique structure of the family, and the extremely vital biosocial and cultural functions it 
performs,’ in explaining 'its extraordinary role in influencing not only its members but also 
outsiders, as well as socioculture processes in general.'" For Sorokin, the "most essential 
sociocultural patterning of a newborn human organism is achieved by the family. It is the first 
and most efficient sculptor of human material, shaping the physical, behavioral, mental, moral, 
and sociocultural characteristics of practically every individual." 

Strong family ties, Sorokin believed, were essential to restrain and moderate destructive 
impulses, but also to inspire the best in human nature. "Of all social institutions," Sorokin wrote 
in The Reconstruction of Humanity (1948), "the good family has possibly been the most 
effective agency of altruism .... It has fused husbands and wives, parents and children into one 
familistic 'we.' More successfully than any other group it has transformed its members into a 
single entity, with a common fund of values, with common joys and sorrows, spontaneous 
cooperation and willing sacrifice." 

Sorokin also recognized, and stressed, the importance of marriage. In The American Sex 
Revolution (1956), he described marriage as "the most universal and the most democratic school 
for the development of the creative potential of every human being," an "all-embracing union 
[of] infinite richness" which should be "truly sacred and indissoluble." He asserted that marriage 
"expresses love at its noblest and best, in the moral ennoblement of the married and the true 
socialization of their children." And he also noted that "from the remotest past, married parents 
have been the most effective teachers of their children," performing as they do the "decisive 
educational role" in shaping children into "intelligent, socially responsible personalities." In sum, 
"What the family is, such will the society be." 

Undermining Elements 

Sorokin denounced the forces that undermine the family, including "licentiousness," 
"sexual anarchy," "promiscuity," and "sexual perversions." He warned in The American Sex 
Revolution that "illicit sex adventure" outside of marriage would destroy family life and would 
foster "a state of moral anarchy" in which the "traditional 'child of God' created in God's image is 
turned into a sexual apparatus." 

He also drew attention to the extent to which sexual obsession creates a climate 
"extremely unfavorable for successful economic development." As sexual license depletes a 
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society's "moral stamina," that society "loses its inner solidarity and the civic virtues necessary 
for its well being," resulting in a drift toward "the brink of an historical Niagara." 

Sorokin foresaw that a rise in sexual permissiveness and a retreat from family life would 
result in less, not more, political freedom. As summarized by Dr. Christensen, "Sorokin saw that 
without the support and guidance of the family, Americans become reliant upon -- and finally 
captives of- bureaucratic government. The breakdown of the sociocultural order, evident in 
sexual anarchy, causes Western society to become ‘less and less free, and more compulsory in its 
political, economic, and social institutions.’ As 'ethical "atomism" and nihilism' spread because 
of the breakdown of marital and family life, Americans must expect the triumph of an 
increasingly coercive Leviathan state which treats each citizen as 'an insignificant cog in a huge 
machine." 'Freedom and self-regulation vanish,’ Sorokin pointed out, as people are 'turned more 
and more into puppets manipulated and controlled by the. central Power Station of the Leviathan 
Government." 

One reason that sexual anarchy threatens social destruction, Sorokin discovered, is that 
"communities preoccupied by the hunt for promiscuous sex pleasure care little, if at all, about 
having children, for they are obstacles to the full enjoyment of libertinism." In The American 
Sex Revolution, he identified "a low birth rate" as "a satellite of decay," and warned that once 
depopulation has begun it "becomes difficult to stop. Like an avalanche, it gathers momentum 
and runs its disastrous course." 

In The Reconstruction of Humanity, Sorokin lamented that when "a child is born, the 
parents increasingly tend to get rid of it, sending it off to some school or nursery" because "both 
parents [are] working outside the home" or place "various 'society' activities" ahead of their 
parental obligations. And in The Crisis of Our Age (1942) he observed that since "even an 
illiterate mother, endowed with kindness and common sense, appears to have been a better moral 
educator of children than most of the highly trained educators of schools," it is not right to 
withdraw children "from the educational influence of the home at a progressively younger and 
younger age." 

Dr. Christensen notes of Sorokin's concern about our future: "In his more somber 
moments he predicted that nothing but calamity and cultural collapse could prepare the way for 
the 'new Saint Pauls, Saint Augustines and great religious and ethical leaders' who could inspire 
a renewal of family life." Sorokin did not to claim to be such a leader. Indeed, as Christensen 
observes, "his pronouncements suggest a disturbing willingness to evaluate 'cult and ritual ... 
theology and dogmas' not on the basis of truth, but on the basis of social utility," which "raises 
serious doubts about the depth -- or orthodoxy -- of his religious thought." 

Nevertheless, writes Dr. Christensen, "Americans will look in vain in modern social 
science for any other voice which has cried out so boldly against the decline of family life and 
which has so perceptively analyzed that decline as a portent of calamity." Pitirim Sorokin 
"deserves renewed attention as a rare scholar who recognized familial disintegration as a 
symptom of social decay and spiritual alienation. He may not have known the cure; he did not 
flinch in diagnosing the disease." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


THE LAW High Court 


Still Secular 

On June Ist, the Supreme Court declined to review a ruling of the federal Seventh Circuit 
Court of Appeals (Sherman v. District 21 of Wheeling Township)which upheld the voluntary 
recital of the Pledge of Allegiance in public schools. Robert Sherman, a frequent plaintiff in such 
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cases, had claimed that the words "under God" rendered the recital of the Pledge 
unconstitutional. 

Six days later, on June 7th, the Supreme Court also declined to review a Fifth Circuit 
Court decision (Jones v. Clear Creek Indep. School Dist. ) which had upheld a school district 
rule allowing a student volunteer to deliver a "nonsectarian and nonproselytizing" invocation and 
benediction at the high school graduation if the graduating senior class had voted to allow it. 

When the Supreme Court declines to review a lower court ruling, that ruling stands, but 
the Supreme Court's refusal to review a case does not constitute a decision on the merits of the 
lower court ruling. However, also on June 7th, the Supreme Court did decide on the merits in 
another case, Lamb's Chapel v. Center Moriches Union Free School Dist., holding that a school 
district violated the First Amendment when it denied religious groups access after school hours 
to public school premises which had been made available for "social, civic, or recreational uses." 

These three cases made it a good week for advocates of religion in public schools. But 
the successes were limited: While they do open an opportunity to introduce some religious 
expression, they also affirm the officially secular character of public education. 

"Ceremonial Deism" 

The First Amendment religion clauses provide, "Congress shall make no law respecting 
an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof....". The Supreme Court has 
interpreted the 14th Amendment to apply these clauses strictly against the states. With regards to 
the Sherman case, the Pledge of Allegiance was led daily by the principal, but no student was 
required to participate. The Court of Appeals sustained the Pledge in reliance on the dictum of 
former Supreme Court Justice William Brennan in the 1963 school prayer case (Abington 
Township v. Schempp) that "various patriotic exercises, whatever may have been their origins, no 
longer have a religious purpose or meaning. The reference to divinity in the revised pledge of 
allegiance, for example, may merely recognize the historical fact that our Nation was believed to 
have been founded ‘under God." 

The Court of Appeals also relied on a later reference by Brennan to "under God" in the 
Pledge as a form of "ceremonial deism" which is not unconstitutional "chiefly because [it has] 
lost through rote repetition any significant religious content." 

The" Supreme Court will not allow government to affirm, as a fact, that this nation is 
"under God." This required suspension of judgment on the existence of God is, in effect, an 
official establishment of an agnostic secular humanism. Nothing in the three cases discussed here 
alters this conclusion. 

Window of Opportunity 

The other two cases, however, open a window of opportunity to introduce even prayer 
and religious advocacy into the public school environment. Under the federal Equal Access Act, 
student groups of a religious nature are already entitled access to school facilities equal to that 
afforded other groups. The Lamb's Chapel decision affirms, on free speech grounds, a similar 
right of community groups. In Lamb's Chapel, the school district allowed the use of public 
school property when not in use for school purposes, for "social, civic, or recreational use," but 
provided, "The school premises shall not be used by any group for religious purposes." 

Lamb's Chapel, an evangelical church, was denied permission to use school facilities to 
show a six-part film series, Turn Your Heart Toward Home, featuring lectures by Dr. James 
Dobson. The series discussed "Dr. Dobson's views on the undermining influences of the media 
that could only be counterbalanced by returning to traditional, Christian family values instilled at 
an early stage." 
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The opinion of the Supreme Court, written by Justice Byron White, noted that the public 
school facilities, unlike a public sidewalk, constitute a "non-public forum." The Court said, 
"Although a speaker may be excluded from a non-public forum if he wishes to address a topic 
not encompassed within the purpose of the forum ... or if he is not a member of the class of 
speakers for whose special benefit the forum was created ... the government violates the First 
Amendment when it denies access to a speaker solely to suppress the point of view he espouses 
on an otherwise includible subject." The Court noted that the school's regulation was not 
"viewpoint neutral" because "its exhibition was denied solely because the film dealt with the 
subject from a religious standpoint .... [T]he First Amendment forbids the government to regulate 
speech in ways that favor some viewpoints or ideas at the expense of others." 

While the Lamb's Chapel decision does not disturb the Court's secularizing mandate that 
the public school itself may not endorse "religion or any particular creed," it does offer an 
indeterminate opening for an increased exposure of religious advocacy to the community at 
large. Similarly, the Fifth Circuit graduation case, Jones v. Clear Creek Indep. Sch. District, 
leaves open the possibility that students can use private initiative to inject prayer into at least 
some school functions. In Lee v. Weisman (1992), the Supreme Court struck down an invocation 
by a rabbi at a graduation that students were required to attend, where the school authorities 
invited the rabbi to deliver the invocation in accord with guidelines suggested by the school. 

"Unlike the policy in Zee," the Court noted, the Clear Creek policy at issue in Jones "does 
not mandate a prayer. [It] does not even mandate an invocation; it merely permits one if the 
seniors so choose. Moreover, the students present Clear Creek with their proposed invocation ... 
while in Lee the school explained its idea for an invocation to a member of an organized religion 
and directed him to deliver it .... [The Clear Creek policy] is passive compared to the 
governmental overture toward religion at issue in Lee." 

Remember that the Supreme Court merely declined to review the Jones decision and 
therefore did not rule on its merits. Nevertheless, the case opens the prospect that Christian and 
other religious students may be able to reintroduce prayer into the public schools through their 
own efforts with only passive permission -- rather than active participation -- by the school 
authorities. The invocation and benediction permitted in Jones were required by the school 
policy to be "nonsectarian and nonproselytizing in nature." Nevertheless, the Court of Appeals 
left open the possibility that prayers might be approved which included "supplication to a deity." 
"We think that Clear Creek does not unconstitutionally endorse religion," said the Court of 
Appeals, "if it submits the decision of graduation invocation content, if any, to the majority vote 
of the senior class. Clear Creek is legitimately concerned with solemnizing its graduation 
ceremonies, and ... simply permits each senior class to decide how this can best be done." 

In general, the Supreme Court's decisions on religion in public education have made a 
mess of public education by usurping the proper authority of local communities. It is a measure 
of that judicial misrule that we tend to regard it as a victory when students are allowed to pray on 
their own initiative or to recite the Pledge of Allegiance to "one nation, under God," or when 
religious groups in the community are afforded fair access to school facilities after hours. The 
answer to the mess in the public schools is the encouragement of Christian and other 
parent-controlled schools, including home schools. Nevertheless, these cases, especially Jones, 
indicate that public school students may still have some slight opportunity to witness to their 
religious faith. That opportunity should be seized. 

-- CHARLES E. RICE 


ECONOMICS No Tree Grows to 
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the Sky 

"No tree grows to the sky" is a childhood aphorism that those who deal with markets 
would do well to remember. But in the case of markets, one must determine just where the "sky" 
begins. Because a market gets expensive does not mean it won't get more expensive, and perhaps 
stay expensive for quite some period of time. This is true of stocks, real estate, silver, and 
baseball cards. 

But it is also true that markets are cyclical. They almost always rise to overvaluation and 
then plunge to undervaluation. Probably because of the human psychological component, 
markets never seem to stay at fair valuation for long, but fluctuate between extremes. 

Dangerous Level 

A good case can be made that the stock market in the United States has now reached a 
dangerous level of overvaluation. By the traditional measures of price to earnings, price to book 
value, and the dividend yield, the current market -- whether using the Dow Jones Industrial 
Average or the broader based Standard and Poor's 500 Index -- ranks as one of the most 
expensive in 70 years. 

Besides the technical ratios, there are some other common-sense signals about the market 
that should raise concern. Stocks have traded over the years in a price range that is distorted by 
the fact that the money has been falling in value due to inflation. Thus, to get a better picture of 
relative historical valuation, the market averages have to be adjusted for their constant dollar 
value. If this is done, the current market exceeds the 1929 peak and nearly equals the peak 
1966-68 years. While the market could get even more expensive, such levels indicate that the 
current market may be pressing its boundaries. 

This bull market rivals the great markets of the 1920s and the 1950s in performance. 
Rising from a low of 577 on the Dow Industrials in 1974, the market has gone up over six-fold. 
But by historic measures, this is now a very old bull market. In the past, the great moves have 
rarely lasted longer. In addition, the yearly gains for stocks have been running so far ahead of the 
historic average (about 40 percent higher) that the present bull is pushing the historic envelope, 
not just in time, but in performance. 

Unless U.S. economic growth is suddenly going to do 40 percent better on a sustained 
basis than it has in the past (an unlikely event given the tax and regulatory burden today), stocks 
will soon have to under-perform for an extended period of time in order for the market to fall 
back to historic norms. Stock prices ultimately must be attached to real earnings and real 
underlying economic growth; they cannot deviate forever from economic fundamentals. 

Another warning signal of market overvaluation is the number of hours it takes to earn a 
unit of the Standard & Poor's 500 index. Right now it takes nearly 40 hours for the average 
person to buy a unit; in 1974 it took about 12 hours to buy the same amount of stock. Another 
interesting way of measuring the valuation of the market is to compare stock prices to the price 
of gold. When gold peaked in 1980, one unit of the Dow at 800 would have bought about one 
ounce of gold. Right now, the Dow would buy about 10 ounces of gold. 

Public opinion surveys indicate that caution about the economy is in order. The public is 
in a panic to escape the 21/2 percent interest rates paid by banks and has developed a huge 
appetite for stock mutual funds. Month after month, record inflows into mutual funds have been 
recorded. There are now more mutual funds than there are listed stocks on the New York and 
American Exchange. This sort of mania usually comes near the end -- not the beginning -- of a 
move. Bottoms occur when nobody wants to buy and sellers are discouraged and exhausted. 

What we have today is an extended mania: The public is loading up on mutual funds in 
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the belief that professional money management can save them from any downward moves in 
stocks. That stocks at some point could turn down and ravage investors does not seem to occur to 
the public. Historically, the public has been wrong about markets: It tends to buy at market tops 
and get flushed out at market bottoms. This helps to explain why so few become rich via the 
stock market. The majority opinion must be wrong at major turning points. It is the mass 
stampede that is necessary to build a market top. 

Leverage and Risk 

Another measure of public enthusiasm is the willingness of investors to borrow money on 
their current stock holdings to buy more and "leverage up." This practice is called "going on 
margin" or using a margin loan. By borrowing money from a broker and using that money to buy 
more stocks, the investor can double his position in the market in order to double profits during 
an advance. The trouble is that such a move also doubles the risk and the pain when the market 
breaks on the downside. Recently, margin debt hit an all-time high of $48 billion, exceeding the 
record prior to the 1987 shake out. 

Many banks now employ lobby brokers that accommodate bank depositors and 
traditional CD buyers by putting the depositor in mutual funds. Tired of two percent money 
funds, these banks now offer their customers an opportunity to buy into a mutual fund that went 
up, say, 14 percent last year! 

But although the profit potential may be attractive, this growth of mutual funds is also 
bringing into stocks a large number of people who do not fully appreciate the risk they are 
taking. Mass public activity in markets occurs near the end of the game. Unlike bank deposits, 
the taxpayer does not insure the stock investments promoted by the banks. 

No one is going to blow a trumpet to tell investors when to exit the stock market. When 
and at what level the stock market will finally reach a peak is anyone's guess. But a review of 
market history indicates that the current market has reached overvaluation and that market 
psychology has reached the mania stage. 

-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


BUSINESS REPORT 


Yacht Dealer Luxury Tax 

In 1990 the Democrat-controlled Congress passed a "luxury tax" which placed a ten 
percent surcharge on boats and yachts costing over $100,000. Even in normal times, the yacht 
industry tends to be hypersensitive to economic fluctuations. As one dealer explained, "Nobody 
needs a boat, they're just great fun." Thus, "when customers get spooked they don't even come 
into our showroom." 

In the late 1980s, yacht sales slumped as the economy stalled. Then, one industry 
spokesman explained, came the "soak the rich" Democrats and the luxury tax on boats. It proved 
to be "the final nail in the coffin" for the yacht industry. 

Dave Harrison of Harrison Yacht Sales in Kent Narrows, Maryland reports that his 
business sold $1.8 million in boats costing more that $100,000 in January 1990. But in January 
1991, after the tax took effect, "we've had nearly no sales at all." He adds that "we've gone from 
$18 million in sales to $6 million while our service department has gone from 40 people down to 
five people." Another dealer recently reported that "our volume is down 35 percent since the 
luxury tax went into effect." 

Nationwide the combined impact of the recession and the luxury tax has devastated the 
boating industry, costing manufacturers and dealers billions of dollars in lost sales and hundreds 
of thousands of lost jobs. According to the National Marine Manufacturers Association, boating 
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sales have plunged 42 percent, from $17 billion in 1989 to $12 billion in 1992. In just the state of 
Maryland, as many as 300 of the estimated 1,500 marine-related businesses have gone under. 

Faced with this evidence and with appeals from the yacht industry, the U.S. House of 
Representatives recently voted to repeal the yacht tax. Freshman Representative Albert Wynn 
(D-MD) explained that "what seemed like a good idea at the time had a severe dampening effect 
on the industry." He readily agrees that "Congress blew it." 

In order for the tax on yachts to be overturned, the repeal must also clear the Senate and 
be signed into law by President Clinton. In the Senate, no vote is scheduled until at least August, 
so yacht sales for this season will remain dormant as potential buyers await government action. 

In 1990, as this luxury tax was being enthusiastically approved by congressional 
Democrats, critics warned that it would devastate the boat industry and would not generate 
significant revenues. The critics were correct. In the end this luxury tax can be seen for what it is 
-- a purely political gesture designed to incite voter envy, escalate class warfare, and perpetuate 
the Democratic Party's "soak the rich" image. 

Beneficial Bungles 

The Clinton Administration's repeated fumbles and foot shoots could actually serve to 
benefit the American economy in the long run. 

The insidious BTU tax has apparently been stopped, the $16 billion economic "stimulus" 
package has been shot down, income tax increases are being severely modified by Senate 
committees, the Administration's health care proposal has not yet been submitted to Congress 
(and probably will not be ready for submission for some time to come), and a sharp increase in 
the minium wage has apparently also been postponed. These Clinton proposals alone would have 
cost the private sector billions of dollars while destroying hundreds of thousands of American 
jobs. 

Rather than lamenting Mr. Clinton's continued management follies, business people 
should be celebrating the genius of the Constitution's system of checks and balances. As the 
economy recovers on its own, our businesses and our Republic may yet prosper despite the 
Administration's best efforts to the contrary. 

Labor's Batboy Fiasco 

In a recent bureaucratic blunder, the Department of Labor boldly acted in the case of a 
14-year-old batboy. The department forced the firing of batboy Tommy McCoy from his job 
with the Class A Savannah Cardinals baseball team and charged the team with violating child 
labor laws. 

The young McCoy attracted the attention of a Labor Department official after a feature 
story about him appeared in a local newspaper. The Labor Department official charged that 
according to child labor laws, youths under the age of 15 are not permitted to work past 7 p.m. 
on school nights or 9 p.m. during the summer. Other minor league teams -- many guilty of the 
same violation -- reportedly feared a nationwide crackdown on their batboys. 

The Savannah Cardinals reluctantly responded by terminating Tommy. But the story got 
so much national media attention that Labor Secretary Robert Reich was forced to intervene. 
Calling the application of child labor laws in this case "silly," Reich ruled that pending a review 
the department would not enforce the law against Tommy. 

It is a scandal that the federal government is allowed to arbitrarily intervene in a case 
such as this. It shows that no business is safe from the edicts of meddling bureaucrats! Instead of 
ignoring the child labor law in one specific case, Secretary Reich should move to reform the 
entire ridiculous system! It is past time to review and reform all minimum wage and child labor 
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laws. In the end these laws are all "silly." They were created during the New Deal era as a 
prounion institutional mechanism to eliminate labor market competition and to escalate union 
wages. Tommy McCoy's case is merely an extreme example of a wider problem with such 
unconstitutional labor regulations. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


Disabling Act 

When Congress passed the Americans with Disabilities Act in 1990, proponents insisted 
it would not generate much new litigation nor seriously impact business. In the Washington 
newsweekly Human Events for June 5, 1993, Llewellyn Rockwell Jr., president of the Ludwig 
yon Mises Institute, summarized a number of incidents indicating otherwise. For example, "a fire 
department had to rehire a fire fighter who lost his eyesight, which one would think was 
necessary to firefighting, and give him back pay and damages." In other instances, Little League 
baseball must "allow a man in a wheelchair to coach at third base, despite the danger to any 
player who might slide into him." And "a private school had to install ramps and new restrooms 
for one wheelchaired relative of one student to attend one ceremony." (422 First Street SE, 
Washington, DC 20003) 

Fibbing for the Children 

The July issue of Reason sets the record straight regarding key arguments employed by 
the gun control lobby in its crusade for domestic disarmament under the guise of protecting 
children. It is often claimed that 75 times more teenagers are likely to kill themselves in homes 
with guns than in homes without guns. David B. Kopel, director of the Second Amendment 
Project at the Denver-based Independence Institute, traces that assertion to a'"1991 article in the 
Journal of the American Medical Association [JAMA] which discussed a study of several 
dozen homes in western Pennsylvania where a teenager had committed or attempted suicide or 
where a non-suicidal teenager had been admitted to a psychiatric hospital lived. A home with a 
teenager who had committed suicide was twice as likely as the other homes to contain a gun." 

An accompanying editorial in JAMA by three employees of the federal Centers for 
Disease Control wrongly concluded that the "odds that potential suicidal adolescents will kill 
themselves go up 75-fold when a gun is kept in the home." JAMA subsequently published a 
retraction which acknowledged, in Kopel's words, "that the 75-fold figure was incorrect; the 
increase was in fact twofold (and the number was merely a correlation, not proof of cause)." 

Similarly, it has been alleged (depending on the source) that 100,000, or 135,000, or 
186,000 children carry guns to school every day. According to Kopel, however, the "only 
comprehensive data on this question come from a 1990 survey by the Centers for Disease 
Control that asked high-school students if they carried a gun for protection." A 1991 summary of 
the survey specified, "Students were not asked if they carried weapons onto schools grounds." 
Instead, Kopel notes, students "who answered yes included all those who occasionally carried 
guns anywhere, such as in cars when driving at night in dangerous neighborhoods." Kopel cites 
figures by criminologist Dr. Gary Kleck indicating "that 16,000 to 17,000 students carry a gun to 
school on a given day." In 1986, firearms were used in 1,700 of 85,500 aggravated assaults and 
robberies in schools, which means that "even a program that eliminated all guns would fail to 
deal with 98 percent of the violent felonies in schools." (Box 526, Mt. Morris, IL 61054) 

Doubled Standard 

Florida attorney and physicist A.M. Rogers claims that the courts are unjustly eroding 

parental rights through their deference to "what the law has turned into another god -- science." 
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Writing in the June issue of The Freeman, Rogers reviews key cases predicated on the principle 
of parens patriae ("father of the country"), which "denotes the state's role as a sovereign 
guardian over ‘persons under disability.'"". Some courts have not only ordered that children be 
subjected to medical treatment contrary to parental wishes, but have deemed parents criminally 
liable if a child dies and authorities conclude that the death resulted from the parents' failure to 
seek conventional medical care. 

Rogers notes, "These are not cases of ... parental abuse where the ... parents contribute to 
causing the child's death by an act of poisoning, starvation, administration of the wrong 
medication, or some other kind of physical abuse. When the parents do their very best for their 
children and the children die, the parents are held responsible for their failure to cure the child. 
But when the doctors do their very best for a child and the child dies, the doctors are not held 
responsible for their failure to cure the child. This results in an unfair, inequitable treatment of 
parents." 

Rogers concludes that this obvious double standard can be eliminated in two ways: either 
"prosecute parents, government officials, and doctors alike when their mandated course of 
treatment fails to cure the child," or recognize that "though science has become enormously 
successful, disease and other maladies can never be perfectly controlled by any judge, doctor, 
parent, or legislature. Parents should be accorded the same immunity from prosecution when 
their cures fail as doctors are in the same circumstances." (30 South Broadway, 
Irvington-on-Hudson, NY 10533) 

Young Toughs 

An increasing number of serious crimes are being committed by the very young. Writing 
in the June Reader's Digest, Eugene H. Methvin cites instances of youth crime and concludes 
that our "juvenile-justice system is incapable of dealing with this mounting menace. Outmoded 
statutes, lax prosecution, lenient judges and insufficient prison space all contribute to the crisis." 

In Washington State, there has been some progress in the wake of a policy "ordering 
young offenders finger-printed and photographed, and opening conviction records to adult-court 
prosecutors and judges. Offenders were given no more than three informal 'diversions' for minor 
nonviolent offenses before full-scale prosecution. The reforms increased the certainty but 
reduced the severity of sentences on first convictions. They also imposed steadily escalating 
terms on repeaters." Methvin recalls that the reforms "took hold" between 1981 and 1991, and 
reports that "while the nation's murder rate jumped 24 percent between 1987 and 1991, 
Washington's defined 18 percent." (Pleasantville, NY 10570) 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


PUBLISHER'S PAGE The "Entitlement" 
Time Bomb 


John F. McManus 


Entitlements. The term itself infuriates. What it says is that a huge number of citizens are 
empowered to claim the property of others. They possess such power as a result of congressional 
passage of a variety of laws mandating that some must give to others. 

The fundamental injustice of the arrangement ought to be obvious. And the potential the 
process holds for steering the ship of state on to a killer reef ought also to be plainly apparent. 

Eligibility Exploding 

Approach most politicians about entitlements and you will receive assurances of 

government's innate compassion for those in need. Most politicians will not tell you that the very 
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existence of these programs has created a huge portion of the need. They will deftly avoid the 
obvious fact that government has created its own vast clientele. 

When a government giveaway program starts, it should hardly surprise anyone that the 
number of those who will ride the gravy train goes through the roof. Nor should it surprise 
anyone that ambitious politicians will work diligently to ease eligibility requirements in order to 
enhance their own reelection prospects by having more voters supporting them. 

Those who would like to become eligible for entitlement programs merely have to meet 
the government's minimal requirements. Thus, if you are old, poor, in need of medical care, out 
of work, desirous of going to college, willing to refuse to farm some arable land, or able to 
satisfy any one of dozens more arbitrarily established yardsticks, government will supply you 
with money it has taken from someone else. 

It all boils down to this: Government has empowered millions to claim the property of 
others. Call it what you will, it is a redistribute-the-wealth scheme a la Karl Marx. Allowed to 
continue, it will destroy this nation just as surely as Marxian socialism caught up with Russia, 
East Germany, and every other "worker's paradise." It has even caught up with the great model 
of socialism in Sweden where, according to a report in Forbes magazine, new conservative 
Prime Minister Carl Bildt claims socialism has made his nation "the sickest society on earth." 

Scores of Programs 

Entitlement programs now account for more than half of all federal spending. Some of 
the programs involve direct cash disbursements to individuals; other programs funnel funds to 
state and local government agencies to do the disbursing. 

Politicians insist that they cannot reduce the federal budget because these costly 
entitlement programs are mandatory. Huge expenditures to fund them are termed 
"non-discretionary," meaning that Congress supposedly has its hands tied and cannot do 
anything about the escalating drain on productive America. 

Wait a minute! These programs were not handed down from on high; Congress created 
them. No politician should be allowed to claim that what Congress creates cannot be abolished. 
The funding for entitlement programs is highly discretionary. It is even -- to use a much 
misunderstood term -- discriminatory. It discriminates against America's shrinking productive 
and tax-paying sector. 

At $300 billion this year, Social Security is the largest entitlement program. Begun as a 
government-provided ceiling on disaster (government should never be in this area), it has 
become a self-reliance destroyer whose supposed "benefits" barely provide subsistence. It should 
be privatized, with no more "customers" enticed into the government's web. 

Next in order of expenditures are Medicare and Medicaid. One can still hear the late 
Hubert Humphrey insisting that government would provide medical help only for the truly needy 
aged population. But like every other socialistic government program, it grew enormously, 
spread out to include other recipients, and now costs a combined total of $200 billion. (It is 
hardly surprising that paperwork accounts for approximately one-third of medical costs today.) 
Canada's imploding program of government-supplied medical care supplies a stunning 
illustration of exactly why our existing programs ought to be humanely phased out. 

Who Will Pull the Wagon? 

There is no other source of government money than the nation's producers. As the cost of 
meeting government's demands escalates, many are forced to quit producing. Other producers 
look at their shrinking profitability and decide to take their businesses overseas. Jobs lost to 
Asians, Latin Americans, and others used to be a rarity. Now they're becoming as common as 
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Capistrano's swallows in summertime. 

America's producers are being forced to pull a wagon loaded with more and more riders. 
Many who used to produce now reluctantly find themselves in the wagon instead of pulling it. 
Others have delighted in getting a free ride. But the wagon is already overloaded and it will soon 
be so heavy that the remaining producers will be unable to keep it moving. Then what? 

Sweden's Stig Ramel, a former executive with the Nobel Foundation, maintains that 
cutbacks in social programs usually occur only through revolution or war. He points to the 
success of post-World War II Germany and Japan where "they could start from scratch" after 
being devastated by war. 

Fellow Swede Ian Wachtmeister, the founder of a new conservative political party and a 
recently elected member of parliament, offers this chilling perspective: "Right now, I'd rather be 
in Sweden than in the U.S., because we have seen the problems and are moving away from the 
welfare state ... you are moving right into it, and you risk destroying your country." 

How about it, Americans? Will it take war or revolution to enable us to change course? 
Do we have to let "entitlements" destroy our nation? Or are we smart enough and courageous 
enough to roll back the socialist tide and put America back on the course that made her the envy 
of mankind in the first place? 
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